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PR EFA C E

* 
* 

•

The success or  fa ilu re  of the pa rti es  to  the  Ar ab -Is rael i confl ict to 
neg oti ate  a viab le and  bind ing peace agreem ent , acceptable to  all 
pa rti es  and gu aran tee ing the  te rr itor ia l in tegr ity  of  all  sta tes  within 
defined bor ders, will depend, in pa rt , u pon t he ir  abi lit y to provide  fo r 
a U ni ted Na tions presence whose m and ate  is c lea r an d unequ ivocal and  
whose m ain  objective is to  pol ice dem ilit ari zed  zones.

Giv en t he pa st reco rd of  the  peacekeeping  forces i n the  Midd le Ea st,  
the  inte ns ity  of ho sti liti es the re,  and t he lack  of  agreeme nt be tween th e 
gr ea t powers ove r the ma ndate  of  peace keeping  forces, t hi s wil l be  no 
easy task. Bu t, as the  pieces  o f the  Middle Eas t are  assembled in the  
af te rm ath of  the  October 1973 W ar , there wil l be a need fo r Un ite d 
Nations invo lvem ent.  D espite the l arg e role of  the  Uni ted St ates  in t he 
ini tia l sepa rat ion of force s agreem ent , th e Un ite d Na tions will  be cen
tral ly  involv ed if  a new era  of coexistence in the  re gion is to  tak e h old. 
In  pa rti cu lar, the  Uni ted  N ations peacekeeping force s will need  be tte r, 
and more supp or t fro m all sta tes  in the world  com munity  in orde r to 
he lp improve  it s pe rfo rmanc e in th e field.

Fo llowing  the int roducti on  of  a new Un ite d Na tions Em erg enc y 
For ce between Isr ae li and  Eg yp tia n troops in the  Sinai, the Subcom 
mittee  on In te rn at iona l Organiz ati ons and Movemen ts and the Su b
committ ee on the  N ear E as t and  S outh Asi a h eld  tw o j oint  hea rin gs  to 
examine th is new Un ite d Na tions Middle Eas t forc e and U.S . policy 
towa rd  peacekeep ing.  T he  sub committ ees received tes tim ony fro m two 
St ate De pa rtm en t officials w ith  cu rre nt  responsibili ties  in Un ite d Na 
tions affa irs, two form er sen ior U.S . officials wi th Un ite d Na tion s 
expe rience, a former  U N EF comm ander in  the  field, and a sch ola r w ith  
in tim ate know ledge of the  w ork ing s o f th e U ni ted  N ations system  a nd 
of  peacekeeping.

Th e p rin cip al conclusions o f the se tw o br ie f he ar ings  a re :
Fi rs t, the record  o f pa st Un ite d Na tio ns  p eacekeepin g e ffor ts in the  

Middle Eas t do no t nece ssar ily ind ica te the effectiveness of  th e new 
U N E F -I I.  Ind eed , alt hough its  ma ndate  is now fo r only  6 months , 
the re has been  signif icant ag reement between the Uni ted State s and  the  
Sov iet Un ion  on the  role  and ma ndate  of  the  new forc e and on the 
pr inc iple t ha t t hi s fo rce cannot  be rem oved  with ou t the aff irma tive  vote 
of  the  U.N . Security Council.

Second, Secre tar y of  St ate Ki ss ing er 's maiden Uni ted Na tions 
speech mentioned the  importance  of  im prov ing  the  Un ite d Na tions 
peac ekeepin g ca pabi lity and  the  he ar ings  also emphasize d ou r des ire 
fo r be tte r peacekeep ing machinery. Th e Un ite d State s and  t he  Sov iet 
Un ion  could usefu lly  discuss the  gen era l issue of  inc rea sin g th e effec
tiveness of U.N . pe acekeeping  as well as the  specific is sues of im prov ing  
the M ili ta ry  Staf f Committee , crea tin g a p erm an en t U.N. peacekeeping 
force, im prov ing  the  log istic s and com municatio ns su pp or t fo r forces 
in th e field an d insurin g the  ab ili ty  of  the  U.N . force to  be able to  
respond quickly  and effect ively  when needed.

(V)
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Thi rd , pea cekeep ing effo rts will succeed only  if  s tate s wa nt  th em to  
succeed. I f  p eacekeeping machine ry is t o become ins tituti onali zed and 
rea di ly  ava ilab le, m embers of  the  Uni ted  Nat ions, especially  the pe rm a
nent  mem bers  of the  Security  Council , mu st move in the dir ec tio n of  
reconcili ng differences on peacekeep ing opera tions and  giv ing  U.N. 
forces more muscle.

Fo ur th , in the  Mid dle  Ea st,  the  need  fo r a be tte r organized , 
equ ipped,  an d f inanced p eace keeping  force is u rge nt.  Such  a force m ust  
be politi ca lly  ne ut ra l, have sop his ticated elec tron ic surv eill ance and  
reco nna isan ce e quipment , be a p erm anent  fo rce t hat  cannot be removed 
by one pa rty and th at  exis ts on both sides  of the border and , fina lly, 
have a s tro ng  ma ndate  in demi lita rized  zones.

I t  is expected th at  U N E F -I I,  th e child  of the pos t-October  W ar  
dip lom acy, w ill resolve some o f these p roblems and  th at  th is 6,000-man 
force between Israel  an d E gy pt  will be  supplemented in  the  nea r fu ture  
by a sim ila r forc e along the Sy ria n- Israel i fro nt  as the  res ult  of  an 
Is ra el i-S yr ian separa tio n of force s agreem ent.

We  m ay now have s ta rte d dow n th e roa d of bu ild ing a  las tin g peace 
in the str ife -to rn  Middle Ea st,  and pa rti es  to the  conflict now are 
seem ingly more wi lling  to  ne gotia te problems at  t he  table  r at he r t ha n 
throug h the b arre l of a g un. Th e roa d to  peace in th e Middle Eas t w ill 
be lon g and there will  be detours, bu t one of  the esse ntia l ing red ien ts 
fo r th e len gthy  negotia tions  is an effective Un ite d Nations presence 
both in  Geneva and  in  the  field.

For  Members o f C ongress  an d fo r a ll Am eric ans  intere sted in  peace
keeping and  in t he  process of peace in th e Middle Ea st,  these  heari ngs 
offer a use ful , can did , and thou gh tfu l ana lys is about the  art  of  peace 
kee ping in  lat e 1973. T ha t a rt  is by no means wel l esta blished , bu t r ig ht  
now i t may be a ll the  wor ld comm unity ha s got.

D onald M. F raser,
Chairman, Subcommittee on International

Organizations and Movements. 
L ee II . H amilton,

Chairman, Subcommittee on the
Near East and Sou th Asia.

March 6, 1974.
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UNITE D NAT ION S PEA CEKEEPING IN THE  
MIDD LE EAST

#  WE DNESDAY, DECEMBER 5, 197 3

H ou se  of R e pr esen ta tiv es ,
C o m m it t e e  on  F ore ig n  A f fa ir s ,

w S u bcom m it tees on  I n t e r n a t io n a l  O rganiz atio ns  and
M ovem ents  a n d  on  t h e  N ea r E ast  a nd  S o u t h  A s ia ,

Washin gto n, D.G.
The subcomm ittees  met, at  1 0:12 a.m., in room 2255, Ray bu rn  House  

Office Bu ild ing , Hon. Donal d M. Fr as er  (ch air man  of  the Subcom 
mittee  on In te rn at iona l Or ganiz ati ons and Movements) pre sid ing .

Mr.  F ra se r. The Subcom mitt ee on In te rn at iona l Or ganiz ati ons and 
Movements and the Subc omm ittee  on the Nea r Eas t and South  Asi a 
are  meet ing  in  jo in t session to day a nd  tom orrow to c ons ider  the  sub ject  
of  U ni ted Na tions peacekeep ing in th e Middle Ea st.  Th is  week seems 
to be a pa rt icul ar ly  ap pr op riate tim e fo r us to  discuss th is  im po rta nt  
top ic because of the att en tio n it  is now being  given at  the Un ited 
Nat ions, her e in Washing ton and in capit als  th roug ho ut  the  w orld .

Th e Uni ted Na tions Security Coun cil has ord ere d the  es tab lish
ment of  a new emergency force fo r the  Ar ab -Is rael i conflict . Congres s 
is now con sidering leg isla tion  prov id ing fo r a finan cial  contr ibu tion 
by the  Un ite d State s to the  new eme rgency forc e as well as oth er 
leg islation  fo r emergency sec uri ty assistance fo r Isr ae l. Secre tary of 
State  Kissinger,  in his  speech before  the Un ite d Nations General As 
sembly in Sep tem ber , ind ica ted  th at  the U ni ted State s is now p repa red 
to discuss wi th the Soviet Un ion  ways in which a la rg er  role  fo r the 
Security  Council  migh t be agreed  upo n in guide line s fo r fu tu re  U .N.  
peaceke eping ope rations .

# Th e two ma in ques tions whi ch prom pted  the  sch edu ling of ou r 
hearings ar e:  (1) W ha t is the cu rre nt  sit ua tio n in the  Middle Eas t 
rega rd ing the U.N. Em erg enc y For ce and wh at are  its  chances fo r 
success;  (2) How can  the longsta nd ing  Un ite d Sta tes -Soviet  dead -

# lock on U.N . p eace keeping  be reso lved  in  order  th at  ge ner al gui del ines 
may be agreed upo n to  govern  the fin rnc ing  an d con trol o f f utur e U.N . 
peaceke eping opera tions?  Und er  t he  h eadin g of these two lar ge  ques
tions  we will  be inte res ted  in knowing  w ha t are  the ma in issues  in  the  
Un ite d Sta tes -So vie t dead lock. W ha t is the prop er  role  of  the big  
powers in U.N . peacekee ping  opera tions  ? H ow much will t he new U .N. 
Em erg ency Force  cost the Un ite d St ates  and wh at  will  othe r cou n
tri es  be expected  to pay o r contrib ute  ? C an we expect the  prese nt emer
gency forc e in  the  Middle Eas t to succeed where past effo rts have 
fai led  ? We will  be looking fo r answer s to the se and othe r questions 
as we proceed.
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Al l th ree of ou r dis tin gu ish ed  witnesses today hav e ha d lon g and  
intim ate  Government  experience  wi th the problem s of U.N . peac e
keep ing.  Am bassador Ch arles W. Yost conc luded a br ill ia nt  30-year 
career  in the U.S . Fo re ign Serv ice as U.S . pe rm anen t rep resent ative 
to  t he  Un ite d Nat ions. Am bas sador Will iam  Sch auf ele  in his  p resent  
ass ign ment to the U.S . miss ion to the Un ite d Na tions is the  U.S.  
mem ber on the U.N . Peacekeep ing  Com mittee. Adm . Jo hn  M. Lee 
has  h ad  experience in politi cal  and  mili ta ry  aff air s as sen ior mili tary  
adv ise r at  th e U.S . miss ion in the Un ite d Na tions unde r Ambassador 
Yost and as As sis tan t Di rec tor , U .S. Ar ms C ontro l and  D isa rmam ent 
Agency.

A t thi s time  with ou t ob ject ion we wil l p lace  in  the  record  two  papers  
fo r gen era l bac kgrou nd info rm at ion:  A stu dy  by Marjori e An n 
Bro wne o f C ongress iona l R esea rch Serv ice of the L ib ra ry  of  Congre ss 
on U.N . Pea cekeep ing Forces in the Middle Eas t, the Congo,  and  
Cy pr us ; and an art icle by Sey mour Maxwe ll Fi ng er  e nti tled “B reak 
ing  the  Deadlock on U.N . Peace kee ping” fro m the Au gust issue of 
Orbis. (See  ap pe nd ix ,pp.  78,81.)

The Ch air asks th at  members wi thh old  th ei r questions until af te r 
all  three  witnesses hav e completed th ei r in itial  stat ements. A t th at  
tim e we w ill add ress ques tion s to  th e witnesses as a panel .

Am bas sador Yost,  I find your  name firs t on the  list . I f  you are 
rea dy, you m ay p roceed.

STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES W. YOST, FORMER U.S. PERMANENT 
REPRESEN TATIVE TO THE UNITED NATIONS

Mr.  Y ost. Th an k you, Congressman.
I  wi ll add ress myself in my br ief opening  sta tem ent to  the second 

of  t he  two  questions th at you men tioned in yo ur  s tatem ent pr im arily  
because th at  is wh at I  hav e ha d more  experience  in. I  imagine Am 
bassador Sch auf ele  is more  up  to  da te on the  lat es t developments in 
Middle Ea ster n peac ekeepin g th an  I am altho ug h I  will  be ha pp y to 
ans wer an y questions t hat  I  can on that subject.

CONTROL LING CON FLICTS

Mr. Ch air ma n, the in ter na tio na l com munity  has twic e in  th is  cen
tu ry , in 1919 and in 1945, come to the conc lusion th at  in ter na tio na l 
confl ict mu st be con tro lled and  th at  such con trol should  n ot  be le ft  to  
the  haza rds of  un ila tera l act ion  by gr ea t pow ers  or  by improm ptu  
mili ta ry  coal ition s. Th is conclusion was  based on the repeat ed experi
ence of  conflict breaking  out in one par t of  the globe,  sprea din g 
ra pi dl y over alm ost  all of  it,  and before  it  was ove r wi ping  ou t tens  
of mil lion s of  huma n lives  and caus ing  enormous deva station .

Since 1945 thi s conclusion  has been rei nfo rce d by othe r events and  
experiences. Fi rs t,  th e develop men t o f nucle ar weapons and  the  li ke li
hood in a dis ord erly world  of th ei r fu rthe r pr ol ife ra tio n makes it  
clear th at unc ontrolled  confli ct c ould  d est roy  hum an  c ivil iza tion . Sec
ond, in a wor ld of more  th an  130 sta tes , ma ny  o f the m wi th lit tle  e x
per ience in sel f-gove rnm ent  bu t most of  the m inte nse ly na tiona lis tic  
an d subs tan tia lly  arm ed,  it  would seem cle ar th at , in the absence of 
con trol, in ter na tio na l confl ict would be more  ra th er  th an  less like ly 
th an  in  th e p ast . F inal ly , i t has  been dem onstrate d t hat in  such  a world
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an at tempt  by a gr ea t pow er to con trol  confl ict un ila tera lly , as in 
Vie tnam,  is like ly to  fai l, and risks  sp read ing ra th er  th an  con fining 
the  conflict.

Cr itics  of confl ict con trol by in te rn at iona l org aniza tions,  such as 
the Un ite d Nation s, po in t o ut th at  such control has o fte n been ineffec
tive an d th at , even when i t has succeeded t em po rarily,  i t h as  of ten  n ot 
been decisive or durable. Thi s is, o f course , t rue. The record  o f f ai lu re  
to con trol conflic t by na tio na l means , however, by ba lance o f power, by 
mili ta ry  allia nces, by gr ea t pow er sph eres of  influence, is fa r more 
exte nsiv e an d convinc ing,  going  back  to th e begin nin g of huma n hi s
to ry  and la sti ng  up to th e pr ese nt day .

IM PR OVIN G PEA C EK EEPI N G

I sub mi t the refore  t hat  the  p ragm at ist s are no t those who adv oca te 
rel yin g on the  old methods, which have fai led  throu gh ou t h istory, bu t 
those who wish  to make  prom pt  and subs tan tia l impro vem ent s in 
Un ite d Nation s peaceke eping, whi ch has o nly  been t ried  f or  a qu ar te r 
cen tury, which has  achieved  a few rem ark ab le successes, and which 
has experienced so-ca lled fa ilu res  pr im ar ily  where pa rti es  to a con
flict hav e refuse d to resort  to  it  at  all  or, ha ving  res or ted  to it,  hav e 
refuse d to abid e by its  recommen dat ions or  decisions. ■

Th is judg me nt  does n ot at  al l imply  that t he  old methods of  conflict 
con trol will not con tinu e to hav e to be used  in many cases un til  the 
new methods are  per fec ted , bu t mer ely  th at  th e old  methods are ap 
pa lling ly  unr eliabl e, th at  the  sta te of  mo dern techno logy is such th at 
we can  no  lon ger  ri sk  m ud dli ng  th roug h,  an d t hat new methods  sho uld  
the refore  be per fec ted  much more  ra pi dl y th an  has so fa r been the 
case.

Ch ap ter s V I and  V II  of the Un ite d Na tions Cha rter  lay dow n a 
fra me wo rk fo r in ter na tio na l confl ict control which is sti ll bas ica lly  
sound and requires only  ela borat ion  and impleme nta tion. Arti cle 43 
prescribes  mach ine ry fo r e nfo rce ment w hich has  nev er been set up an d 
sti ll should  be. I n the  absence of th is for ma l m ach ine ry a d hoc ar ra ng e
men ts fo r U.N . peaceke eping, wi th whi ch the committ ee is famili ar , 
hav e been w orked out ove r the p as t tw o decades and  app lie d w ith  some 
success in several areas. Th ey  are  now be ing  ap pli ed  again  in  the 
Mid dle  Ea st.

U .S . PO SI TIO N

I t  is very h ea rte ning  th at  our Secre tary of  S ta te  chose  to  em phasize  
in his  f irst  add ress to the Un ite d Na tio ns  G ene ral Asse mbly las t Se p
tem ber  the  importance he att ach es to U.N. peacekee ping , and  to urg e 
agreem ent  on new pea cekeep ing guidel ines so th at  th e U.N ., in his  
words, “can act  sw ift ly,  confidently  and  effec tively  in fu tu re  crises.” 
It  is even more  hea rte ning  th at  both the Un ite d State s and the Sov iet 
Un ion  have , a fter  some wave ring , chosen  to act pr im ar ily  throug h U .N. 
ma chi ner y in the latest  Middle Ea st  cris is and th at  t he  Soviet Un ion  
and o ther  Ea ste rn  Europ ean s tates are  pa rt ic ip at in g in  the U .N. peace
keeping  there to  an u nprec ede nted exten t.

I t  may be t hat new peac ekeepin g gui del ines and a new effectiveness  
fo r U.N. confl ict contro l will  be ha mm ered out in t he  f org e o f p rac tic al 
experien ce in the Middle Ea st.  I  certa inl v hope so, t ho ug h as his tory
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shows no more  difficult env iron ment fo r such an experien ce can be 
ima gined. I f  the U.N. succeeds the re,  it  can  succeed anywhere.

I sho uld  l ike to conclude my sta tem ent by lis tin g the  three areas of 
imp rovement  in U.N . peacekeep ing which seem to me most essen tial. 
Th is lis t sho uld  be prec eded by two observa tions. Fir st , the  ult imate  
goal should  be to implement the  whole  char ter , inc lud ing  art icl e 43. 
Second, no machinery, no mat ter how pe rfe ct in  the ory , will  work  
unles s the member sta tes , par tic ular ly  the  great  powers, a re determ ined 
to use it  fa ith fu lly , pe rsi ste ntly and  decis ively .

POSSIBLE IMPROVEMENTS

Fi rs t,  fa r more att en tio n should be pa id to ap plying  before  con
flict breaks  ou t the mean s fo r pacific set tlement of disp utes re fe rre d 
to  in  c ha pte r V I of  th e chart er.  These should  i nclude  close and  persi s
tent  at tenti on  to each  serious  dispute by the Security  Council , act ing  
in many cases t hrou gh  a sta nd ing subcommittee.  They should include  
the  a ctive invo lvem ent of  th e Secre tary Gen era l and his  U nd er  Secre
tar ies  in pacific set tlement,  the assi gnm ent  by the Sec uri ty Counc il 
whe re ap prop riate of dis tinguish ed fac tfin der s and media tors from 
outside  the U.N., and a wil lingness by the  Council  to ins ist on pr io r 
arbi tra tio n when the ou tbreak of  a confl ict seems imm inen t. I f  the  
Council is to be effec tively  u tili zed fo r thes e purposes, the  perma nen t 
members should reserve th ei r use  of  the veto t o cases in which  they are  
dir ectly  invo lved , as the au tho rs of  the ch ar te r con tem pla ted , and  
re fr ai n fro m using  it  to pro tec t oth er pa rti es  to disputes  or  conflicts  
from recommen dations  or acti on deemed ap pr op riate by the  sta tu tory  
ma jor ity  of  the Council.

CARRYING OUT DECISIONS

Second, more effective mean s must be fou nd to ca rry  out, if  nec
essa ry to enforce, t he  decisions o r th e recommen dations  o f th e Council. 
I f  t hey are  pe rsi ste ntly ignored or  flouted, the  U.N . will  fal l into in 
cre asing c ontempt, an d int ern ati onal confl ict con trol will  fa il ut ter ly.  
Th e U.N . cannot,  at  th is stage of  its evo lution,  s end arm ies to enfo rce 
its  decisions on reca lcitr an t state s. More effective in ter na tio na l pres 
sure s, short, of m ili ta ry  force, must be fou nd  to resolve disputes  and 
set tle  conflict s if  t he  w orld  is t o be spare d anoth er war . In te rn at iona l 
ost rac ism , arm s, or economic  embargoes are  among the  several meas
ure s th at  migh t be cons idered as a  las t res ort .

Fina lly , there  should  he fa r more compreh ensive advance  pr ep 
ara tio ns  fo r even the  relatively elementa ry pea cekeep ing which the  
U.N . now conducts. Th ere should be esta blished  and effective proce
dures  which could  be appli ed  almost au tom ati ca lly  as soon as the  
Se cu rity Council decides th at  the  dispatch  of U.N . obse rvers or  a 
pea cekeep ing force is necessary. Member sta tes  should be encoura ged 
to ea rm ark con ting ents which would be immedia tely  ava ilab le fo r 
U.N . use. The Secre tar y Gen era l sho uld  be autho rized  to ma int ain  
a roste r of  such ear ma rke d con ting ents, of  po ten tia l commanders  fo r 
such forces, and  of fac ilit ies  and log istic su pp or t which would be 
ava ilable  to  them. Some elem entary  joi nt trai ni ng  for  such earmark ed 
forces shou ld be pro vid ed,  and regu lar m ili ta ry  advice shou ld be a va il
able  to  the  Secret ary  Gen era l inside the U.N . Fi na lly , there should  be
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firm agreement th at all states  which favor a particular peacekeeping 
operation should share, according to thei r means, in its financial sup
port.

Decisions upon all these matters have been held up for about  8 years 
by differences among member states, principally between the United  
States and the U.S.S.R. These differences are not fundamental and 
could be surmounted by a little  give and good will on both sides. 
What  is needed for this purpose is an explicit decision at the highest 
level t hat  these differences are to be ironed out within, say, 6 months 
and instructions to the respective U.N. Ambassadors to tha t effect.

Tha t is all I have to volunteer, Mr. Chairman. I shall be happy to 
answer questions.

[Following is Ambassador Yost’s prepared statement:]
U ni te d N a ti o ns P ea cek ee pi ng

The inte rna tional  community has  twice in thi s century, in 1919 a nd in 1945, 
come to the  conclusion th at  internatio nal  conflict must he controlled and th at  
such control  should not be left to the  haz ards of un ila teral action  by gre at 
powers or by impromptu mili tary  coalitions. This  conclusion was based on the  
repea ted experience of conflict breaking  out in one pa rt of the  globe, spreading 
rapidly over almost all of it, and before it  was over wiping out  t ens  of millions 
of human lives an d causing enormous devastation.

Since 1945 this  conclusion has been reenforced by other events an d experiences. 
Firs t, the development of nuclear weapons and the likelihood in a disorderly 
world of the ir fu rth er prol iferation makes it  clea r th at  uncontrolled  conflict 
could destroy  human civiliza tion. Second, in a world of more tha n 130 states, 
many of them with  lit tle  experience in self-government but  most of them in
tensely nat ionalis tic and substan tial ly armed, it  would seem clea r tha t, in the 
absence of control, internatio nal  conflict would be more ra ther  tha n less likely 
tha n in the  past. Fina lly, it has been demonst rated  th at  in such a world an 
atte mp t by a great power to control conflict uni late rally, as in Vietnam, is l ikely 
to fail, and risks spread ing ra the r than confining the conflict.

Critics  of conflict control by inte rna tional  organ izations, such as  the  United 
Nations,  point out that  such control has often been ineffective and tha t, even 
when it  ha s succeeded temporarily, it  has often not been decisive or durable . This 
is of course true . The record of fail ure  to control conflict by nat ional means, 
however, by balance of power, by mil itary alliances, by gre at ix>wer spheres of 
influence, is fa r more extens ive and convincing, going back to the  beginning of 
human his tory and lasting up to the pres ent day.

I submit therefore th at  the  pragmatists  are not those who advocate  relying 
on the old methods, which have failed  thro ughout  his tory,  but those who wish to  
make prompt and  sub stantial improvements  in United  Nations peacekeeping, 
which has only been tried for a qu ar ter  century, which has achieved a few re
markable successes, and which has  experienced so-called failures prim arily 
where par ties to a conflict have refused to resort  to it  a t all or, having resor ted 
to it, have refused to  abide by it s recommendations o r decisions.

This judgmen t does not at  all imply that  the old methods of conflict control 
will not continue to have to be used in many cases unt il the new methods are 
perfected, but  merely that  the  old methods are  appal lingly unreliable, th at  the  
sta te  of modern technology is such th at  we can no longer risk  muddl ing through, 
and that  new methods should therefore be perfected much more rapidly than has so far been th e case.

Chap ters VI and VII of the United  N ations  Charter lay down a fram ework for  
internatio nal  conflict control which is stil l basical ly sound and requires only 
elaborat ion and implementation. Article 43 prescribes machinery  for  enforce
ment which has never  been set up and still  should be. In the  absence of this  
formal machine ry ad hoc arrangemen ts for UN peacekeeping, with  which this 
Committee is familiar, have been worked out  over the  past two decades and 
applied  with some success in severa l areas . They are now being applied again  in the  Middle Eas t.



I t is very hea rten ing th at  our Secre tary of Sta te chose to emphasize in his fi rst 
address ‘to the United Nations General Assembly l as t September the  im portance 
he atta che s to UN peacekeeping, and to urge  agreement on new peacekeeping 
guidelines so that  the UN, in his words, “can act swiftly, confidently and effec
tively  in fut ure  crises .” It  is even more hea rten ing  that  both the  United States 
and the Soviet Union have, af te r some wavertng, chosen to act primarily through 
UN machinery in  the  latest  Middle Ea st c risis  and that  the Soviet Union and other  
Easte rn European  sta tes  are  par tici pat ing  in UN peacekeeping there to an un
precedented extent.

It  may be that  new peacekeeping guidel ines and a new effectiveness for UN 
conflict control  will be hammered out in the  forge of p ract ical  experience in the 
Middle Eas t. I certainly hope so, though as histo ry shows no more difficult 
environment for such an experience can be imagined. If  the  UN succeeds th ere  it 
can succeed anywhere.

I should like  to conclude my sta tem ent  by list ing  the  three are as of improve
ment  in UN peacekeeping which seems to me most essential. This lis t should be 
preceded by two observat ions. Fir st, the  ult imate  goal should be to implement 
the whole Char ter, including arti cle  43. Second, no machinery, no ma tte r how 
perfect in theory, will work unless  the  member state s, par ticula rly  the grea t 
powers, a re de termined to  use it  faith fully, persi sten tly and decisively.

One. Fir st,  f ar  more a tten tion should be paid to applying before conflict  breaks 
out  the means  fo r pacific settleme nt of  disputes referred to in Chapter VI  of the 
Charter. These should include close an d persistent atte ntion to each serious dis
pute by the Securi ty Council, acting in many cases through a standing  subcom
mittee . They should include  th e active involvement of the Secre tary General and 
his Undersecretar ies in pacific settlement , the assignment by the Security  Council 
where  app ropriate of distin guished fact-finders and mediators from outside the 
UN, and a willingness by the Council to insi st on p rior  a rbi tra tion when the out
break of a conflict seems imminent. If  the Council is to be effectively utilized 
for  these purposes, the perm anent members should reserve the ir use of the veto 
to cases in which they are  direc tly involved, as the authors of the  Charte r con
templated,  and ref rain from using  it  to protect othe r par ties to dispu tes or con
flicts from recommendations or action deemed app ropriate by the sta tutory  
majori ty of the  Council.

Two. Second, more effective means must be found to car ry out, if necessary to 
enforce the decisions or the recommendations  of the Council. If  they are  per 
sistently  ignored or  flouted, the  UN will fall  into increasing  contempt  and in
tern ational conflict control will fai l utte rly.  The UN cannot,  at  this stage of its 
evolution, send armies to enforce its  decisions on recalc itra nt state s. More effec
tive  internatio nal  pressures, short of mili tary  force, must be found to resolve 
dispu tes and se ttle  conflicts if the world is to be spared an other war. International  
ostracism, arms or economic embargoes, are among the severa l measures that  
might be considered a s a l as t resort.

Three . Final ly, the re should be f ar  more comprehensive advance preparations 
for  even the rela tive ly elementary peacekeeping which  the  UN now conducts. 
There should be estab lished and effective procedures which could be applied 
almost autom atica lly as soon as the Securi ty Council decides that  the dispatch 
of UN observers or a peacekeeping force is necessary. Member sta tes  should be 
encouraged to earmark contingents which would be immediately available for 
UN use. The Secre tary General  should be au thor ized  to mainta in a roster of such 
earm arked contingents, of po tenti al commanders for such forces, and of facilit ies 
and logistic support which would be avai lable  to them. Some elementary join t 
tra ining for such earm arke d forces should be provided and regular mili tary  
advice should be available to the Secretary  General inside the UN. Final ly, there  
should he firm agreement that  all sta tes  which favor a particular  peacekeeping 
opera tion should share , according  to the ir means, in its financia l support.

Decisions upon all these  ma tters have been held up for about eight years by 
differences among member stat es, principally between the US and the USSR. 
These differences are  not fundamental and could be surmounted  by a litt le give 
and good will on both sides. W hat is needed for this purpose is an explici t decision 
at the  highest level that  these differences are  to be ironed out with in say, six 
months  and inst ruct ions  to the  respec tive UN Ambassadors to that  effect.

That is all I have to volunteer, Mr. Chairman. I shall be happy to answer 
questions .

Mr. Fraser. Thank  you very much, Mr. Ambassador, for a very 
precise and clear statement.

Ambassador Schaufele.
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STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM  E. SCHAUFELE, SENIOR POLITICAL 
ADVISER, U.S. MISSION TO THE UNITED NATIONS

Mr. Schautele. Than k you , Mr. Chairma n.
I t  gives me a gr ea t dea l of pleasu re to ap pe ar  before  the subcom

mittee th is mo rning to discuss Un ite d Nation s peacekee ping . As an 
Am erican  c itizen, I  am espe cial ly gra tif ied  t ha t you  are  h olding  h ea r
ing s on a subject  wh ich is the pr im ary obje ctive o f the  Uni ted Na tions 
Ch ar te r and of  dip lom acy  itself . One im po rtan t reason which led me 
to welcome an assi gnm ent  at  the U.S . Miss ion to the Uni ted Na tions 
was  the inclusion of peacekeep ing as one of my pr incipa l res pon
sibi litie s.

DEADLOCK ON PE AC EK EE PIN G

As you know, t he  U.N.  Special Com mit tee on Peace kee ping Op era
tions  has  been vi rtu al ly  dead lock ed fo r seve ral yea rs, af te r ha vin g 
made some in iti al  pro gre ss in its  efforts to  reach agreem ent  on the 
guide line s governing fu tu re  pea cekeep ing ope rat ion s. I t is no secret 
th at  the m ajor  obstacle  has  been a dif ference be tween the  Un ite d State s 
and the Sov iet Un ion  rega rd ing the respec tive  au thor ity  an d respon
sib ilit ies  o f the Secre tar y Gener al and the Se curity Coun cil. Th e So
vie t Un ion  has  ste adfas tly  support ed  the pr inciple th at  th e Security 
Council be respons ible  fo r day -to -da y pea cekeep ing ope rat ion s, thus  
makin g any  decision subject  to the veto. Th e Un ite d Sta tes , on the 
othe r hand , ha s emp has ized  t he  necessity  of lea vin g ne ar ly  all op era
tio na l decisions to the  Secre tar y Gen eral  and the forc e com mande r in 
the inte res ts o f efficiency and e ffective  peacekee ping .

Se cre tar y of State Ki ss ing er  signal ed a wi llin gne ss to tak e a new 
look at U.S . policy in h is S ept ember  24 speech to  th e U.N . General As 
sembly when he sa id :

The time has  come to  agree  on peacekeeping guidel ines so that  this organiza 
tion can act  swiftly , confidently and  effectively in fu ture  crises. To break the 
deadlock the United  Sta tes is prep ared  to consider how the Security Council 
can play a more central  role in the conduct of peacekeeping operations.

We are  now explo rin g possib ilit ies  which wou ld help achieve th at  
end.  In  doing so, we hope  th at  we can bre ak the deadlock, fac ili ta te  
the r ap id  est abl ishment o f pea cekeep ing o perat ion s in  response to  cri sis 
situa tio ns , and achieve an agreem ent  which acco mmodates the con
cerns o f all. How ever, we ex pect o the r de lega tions, inc ludin g th e Sov iet 
Un ion , which  have signif icant peacekeep ing int ere sts  and responsi 
bil ities to  resp ond to  the  U.S. move.

ENC OUR AGE MENT IN  MIDDLE EAST

The peac ekeepin g opera tion in the  Middle Eas t which  establ ished 
a n ew U.N . Em ergenc y Force  encourages us t o believe th at  an acc ept
able  comprom ise may  be att ain ab le.  Before go ing  into the lessons of 
U N E F or the  establ ishment of pea cekeep ing g uidelin es, I  wou ld like 
to de scrib e brie fly th e genesis  of th at  ope rat ion .

Wh en it  was dem onstrate d t ha t the cease-fire  est abl ished by Security 
Council Res olution  338 and  rei tera ted  in Resolutio n 339 was at  best  
a fra gi le  th ing,  the  Security  Council on Octdber 25 adop ted  Res olu 
tio n 340 which set up the force  un de r the au thor ity  of the Security  
Council  and  requested the  Secre tar y General to  rep or t on the  step s

27-6 16  0  -  74  - 2
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taken to this effect. The Secretary General submitted a comprehen
sive report the following day. On October 27, the Security Council 
adopted Resolution 341 which approved the Secretary General's re
port  and established the Force for a G-month period at an estimated 
cost of $30 million.

In  the resolution providing for the financing of the Force. the prin
ciple of collective responsibility has been accepted. Although the 
United States would have preferred that the operation be financed on 
the regula r scale of  assessments, we acceded to a compromise accept
able to the overwhelming m ajority  of the membership. However, a 
special scale has been devised, and the United States and the other 
permanent members of the Security Council will pay 15 percent more 
than their  scale of assessment for the regular budget. Developing 
countries will pay 80 or 90 percent less than their  normal scale.

COMPOSIN G A FORCE

The delay in final approval of the Secretary General's report was 
due primar ily to extensive, intricate, and time-consuming consulta
tions on the composition of the Force. The United States proposed an 
amendment to the original eight-power dra ft which would exclude 
contingents from the permanent members of the Security Council. 
This amendment was adopted despite the reservations of the Soviet 
Union, France, and Great Britain. We believe that  regardless of the ir 
special responsibility for the maintenance of international peace and 
security, it is often desirable tha t the permanent members be excluded 
in order to prevent polarization or confrontation which could have 
effects in or beyond the area in which the Force would operate.

The Soviets believe very strongly that  the “Western” nations have 
dominated U.N. peacekeeping activities in the past. They pa rticularly 
noted tha t the first UN EF contingents which were withdrawn from 
the peacekeeping operation in Cyprus comprised of Swedes, Finns, and 
Austrians  whom, though neutral, the Soviets tend to describe as 
“Western." The United States, however, was and is in the first instance 
concerned with the effectiveness of the Force and the impartiality of 
the contribu ting countries as to the issues and the parties concerned 
in the dispute. The terms of reference of UN EF concerning the geo
graphic  distr ibution of the Force, represent a compromise with which 
we are not entirely satisfied and which we certainly do not regard as a precedent.

WO RKING  WITHO UT  AGREED GUIDE LIN ES

What , then, can we learn from the establishment of the U.N. Emer
gency Force in the absence of agreed guidelines? Firs t, it has been 
demonstrated that  the U.N. for the benefit of  all, can interpose i tself 
in certain  conflict situations. It cannot only improve the situation on 
the ground, but also, we have reason to hope, it can provide a means 
by which the parties  to a conflict can construct a permanent settle
ment of their differences.

Second, we are encouraged bv the fact that , in the case of the new 
UNE F, there was no argument at all about the primacy of the Security 
Council. That is as it should be. The Secretary General proposed the 
terms of reference, and the Council approved them. Since this is a 
“consent operation,” not an enforcement action under a rticle 42 of the
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F. N . Ch ar ter , t he  Se curity Council wisely en list ed th e f ull  co opera tion 
of the  p art ies  concerned. The  Council  defined the ma ndate , establishe d 
the maximum size o f th e For ce,  p rov ided fo r eq uitable f inancing of the  
ope rat ion , and gave its consent to othe r decis ions before  th e op era tio n 
could be laun ched .

An oth er lesson is th at  the term s o f refe renc e a pprov ed  by the Secur
ity  Council invo lved , in several instance s, de pa rtu res from pos itions 
previously held by seve ral del ega tion s in discus sing peacekeep ing  
guidel ines  in more the ore tical term s. Our  Govern ment made such  c on
cessions, and  so have othe rs. Tha t is a healt hy  develop ment, prov ing 
th at  it  may  not be necessary  to form ula te gui del ines so det ailed as we 
had previously  believed. In  pa rti cu la r cases, we may  find th at  agree 
ment can—an d pe rha ps  should—be reached  on eit he r broade r or  nar
row er terms  of refe renc e as the  situa tio n may require. Thus, the de
velopme nts of lat e October and November provide prac tic al examples 
of how some kn ott y p roblems discussed in the  Pea cek eep ing  Co mm ittee  
fo r y ear s were resolved  a t a tim e o f int ern ati onal crisi s. W e di scovered  
th at  a peacekeep ing opera tio n could in fac t be establ ished wi thou t 
pre determined guid elines.

Th ere fore,  we believe  th at  t he  Pe ace kee ping Commit tee in its  futur e 
work should not neglect the  im po rta nt  lessons which we can draw  from  
the  way in  which th is ope rat ion  was estab lish ed, especially  co ncerning, 
such im po rta nt  matt ers as the establ ishment,  financin g, composi tion , 
size, and ma nner of ter minat ion of pea cekeep ing opera tion s. Rathe r 
than  ta ki ng  com for t from our abil ity  to e stab lish  U N E F in the absence  
of guid elines, we should  seize the op po rtu ni ty  which th is opera tion 
pre sen ts us in orde r to pur sue , pe rha ps  in more im agina tiv e and gen
era l ways, the goal which we have been se ekin g for  8 years in th e Peace
kee ping Comm ittee.  Th an k you.

[Foll ow ing  is Mr. Sch aufele 's p rep ared  sta temen t:]

U ni te d N ati ons P ea cek ee pi n g

I t  gives me a g re a t (lea l of  pl ea su re  to  ap pear be fo re  th e su bc om mitt ee  th is  
mor ning  to di sc us s U ni te d N at io ns pe ac ekeeping . As an  Amer ican  ci tiz en , I am  
es pe ciall y gr at if ie d th a t you are  ho ld ing hea ri ngs  on a su bj ec t which  is  th e p ri 
m ar y ob ject ive of  th e  U ni te d Nat io ns  C hart er an d of  diplom ac y its el f. One im 
po rt an t re as on  which  led me  to we lcome  a n as sign m en t a t th e U ni te d S ta te s Mi s
sio n to th e U ni ted N at io ns  was  th e inclus ion of pe ac ek ee ping  as  one of  my p ri n 
cip al  re sp on sibi lit ie s.

As you kno w, th e UN Sp ec ial  Com mitt ee  on Pe ac ek ee pi ng  O pe ra tion s has been  
v ir tu all y  dead lock ed  fo r se ve ra l ye ar s,  a ft e r hav in g mad e som e in it ia l pr og re ss  
in  it s ef fo rts  to re ac h ag re em en t on th e gu id el in es  g ov erni ng  fu tu re  p ea ce ke ep ing 
op erat ions . I t is no  se cr et  th a t th e m aj or ob stac le  has  bee n a di ffe renc e be tw ee n 
th e U.S.  an d th e So viet Un ion  re ga rd in g th e re sp ec tiv e au th o ri ty  and re sp on 
si bi li ties  o f th e Sec re ta ry  G en eral  a nd  th e Se cu ri ty  Council.  The  So viet  U nion  h as 
st ea dfa st ly  su pp or te d th e pr in cipl e th a t th e Se cu ri ty  Council  be resp on sib le  fo r 
da y- to-day  pe ac ek ee ping  o pe ra tio ns , th us mak in g an y de cis ion su bje ct  to th e ve to.  
Th e U.S ., on th e o th er ha nd , has  em ph as ized  th e ne ce ss ity  of  le av in g nea rly  al l 
op er at io na l de cis ions  to  th e Sec re ta ry  Gen eral  an d th e fo rce co m m an de r in  th e 
in te re st s of effic iency a nd ef fecti ve  peacekeep ing.

Se cre tar .v of  S ta te  K issing er  sign al led a w ill ingn es s to  ta ke  a  ne w look a t U.S.  
pol icy  in hi s Se ptem be r 24 spe ech to  the UN Gen eral  As sem bly  whe n he  s a id : 

The  tim e has  com e to ag re e on pe ac ek ee ping  gu idel ines  so th a t th is  org an i
za tion  can ac t sw if tly , co nf iden tly  an d ef fecti ve ly  in  fu tu re  cr ise s. To  bre ak  
th e de ad lock  th e U.S . is pr ep ar ed  to  co ns id er  ho w th e Se cu ri ty  Co uncil  ca n 
pl ay  a mo re  cen tr al ro le in  th e co nd uc t of pe ac ek ee ping  op er at io ns .

We a re  no w ex pl or in g po ss ib ili tie s wh ich  wou ld he lp  ac hi ev e th a t end. In  do 
in g so, we  hope th a t we  c an  bre ak  th e de ad lock , fa c il it a te  th e ra pid  e st ab li sh m en t
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of peacekeeping operations in response to c risi s s ituat ions , and achieve an agreement which accommodates the concerns of a ll. However, we expect othe r delegations, including the  Soviet Union, which have signif icant peacekeeping inte rest s and responsibi lities  to respond to the  U.S. move.
The peacekeeping opera tion in the Middle Ea st which estab lished a new UN Emergency Force  encourages us to believe that  an acceptable compromise may be atta inab le. Before going into the lessons of UNEF or the estab lishm ent of peacekeeping guidelines, I would like to describe briefly the genesis of that  operation.
When it  was demonst rated  th at  the ceasefire established by Security  Council Resolut ion 338 and rei terated in Resolution 339 was at  best a frag ile thing, the Secur ity Council on October 25 adopted Resolu tion 340 which set up the  force under the  a uth ori ty of the Securi ty Council and requested the Secretary  General to repo rt on the  steps taken to this  effect. The Secretary  General submitted a comprehensive repo rt the  following day. On October 27 the Security  Council adopted Resolution 341 which approved th e Secre tary General’s report and estab lished  the force for a six-month period at  an estim ated  cost of $30 million. In  the resolu tion provid ing for  the financing of the  force the principle of collective responsibility has been accepted. Although the U.S. would have preferred that  the opera tion be financed on the regular scale of assessments, we acceded to a compromise  acceptable to the  overwhelming majori ty of the membership. However, a special scale ha s been devised and the U.S. and the other perma nent  members of the Secur ity Council, will pay 15 percent more than the ir scale of assessment  for the  regular budget. Developing countries will pay 80 or 90 i>ercent less than the ir normal scale.
The delay in final approval of the  Secre tary General’s report was due primar ily to extensive, int ricate  and time-consuming consu ltations on the composition of the  force. The U.S. proposed an amendment to the original eight-power draft  which would exclude contingents from the perm anent members of the Security Council. This amendment was adopted despite  the reservations of the Soviet Union, France  and Great Bri tain . We believe that  regard less of the ir special responsibility  for the  m aintenance of internatio nal  peace and securi ty, it is often desirable that  the perm anent members be excluded in order to prevent pola rization  or confrontation  which could have effects beyond the area in which the force would operate.
The Soviets believe very strongly tha t the “western” nations have dominated UN peacekeeping activities in the past. They par ticu larly noted that  the first UNEF contingents which w’ere withdrawn  from the peacekeeping operat ion in Cyprus comprised Swedes, Finns and Aust rians , whom, though neutral,  the Soviets tend to describe as “wes tern” . The U.S., however, was and is in the first instance concerned with the  effect iveness of the force and the imp arti ality of the con tribu ting count ries as to the issues  and the partie s concerned in the  dispute.  The terms of reference of UNEF concerning the geographic dist ribution of the force represen t a compromise with  which we are not entirely satisfied and which we certainly  do not  regard  as a precedent.
Wh at then  can we learn from the estab lishm ent of the UN Emergency Force in the absence of agreed guidelines? Fir st, it has been demonstrated that  the UN. for  the benefit of all, can interpose  i tsel f in cer tain  conflict situat ions.  It  can not only improve the situatio n on th e ground, but  also, we have reason to hope, i t can provide a means by which  the par ties  to  a  conflict can cons truct a perm anent settlement of the ir differences. Second, we are  encouraged by the fac t tha t, in the case of the new UNEF, there was no argument at  all about  the  primacy of the Secur ity Council. That is at  it should be. The Secre tary General proposed the terms of reference and the Council approved them. Since this is a “consent operation ”, not an enforcement action under Article  42 of the UN Char ter, the Security  Council wisely enlisted th e ful l cooperation of the p art ies  concerned. The Council defined the mandate, establ ished the maximum size of the force, provided for  equitab le financing of the operat ion and gave its consent to other decisions before the operation could be launched.
Another lesson is that  the terms of reference approved by the Securi ty Council involved, in several  instances, departu res from positions previously held by several  delegations in discuss ing peacekeeping guidelines in more theoretical  terms. Our government made such concessions, and so have others.  That is a heal thy development, proving  that  it may not be necessary to formulate  guidelines so deta iled as we had  previously  believed. In par ticula r cases we may find that  agreement  can—and perhaps should—be reached on eith er broader or na rrower  terms  of reference as the situation may require . Thus the developments of
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late  October and November prov ide practical examples of how some knotty  prob
lems discussed in the Peacekeeping Committee  f or yea rs were resolved at a time 
of i nte rna tion al crisis. We discovered tha t a peacekeeping op eration could in f act 
be establ ished  without prede termined guidelines.

Therefore we believe that  the  Peacekeeping Committee in its  fu tur e work 
should not neglect the  important lessons which we can draw from the way in 
which this opera tion was established, especially concerning such imp ortant  ma t
ters as the  establishment , financing, composition, s ize an d man ner of termination 
of peacekeeping operations. Rathe r than taking comfort from our abil ity to es tab 
lish UNEF in the absence of guidelines, we should seize the opportuni ty which 
this opera tion presents  us in orde r to pursue, perhaps in more imag inative and 
general ways, the goal which we have been seeking for eight years in the peace
keeping committee. Thank you.

Mr. F raser. Th an k you, Mr. Am bassador. Th at  is a  very in form a
tive  sta tem ent .

The t hird witness is Adm ira l Lee.

STATEMENT OF VICE ADM. JOHN LEE (RE TIR ED), FORMER ASSIST
ANT DIRECTOR, ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY,
AND FORMER SENIOR MILITARY ADVISER, U.S. MISSION TO
THE UNITED NATIONS

Ad mira l L ee. Th an k you, Mr.  Chairm an.
Mr. Ch air ma n, dis tin gu ish ed  members of the subcomm ittees, I  am 

hon ored by  th is o pp or tun ity  to  ap pe ar  befo re you.
Le t me sa y to beg in wi th th at , af te r 42 y ear s in t he Navy, I  have  for  

the  past 8 mo nth s been enjoy ing  the de lig hts  of ret ire me nt  in St. 
Pe ter sburg, Fla.  My inf orma tio n on cu rre nt  Middle Eas t opera tions 
is, the ref ore, der ived, alm ost  exclusively, from W al te r Cronkit e and 
the St.  Pe tersbu rg  Times. Fo rtu na te ly , you have othe r witnesses well 
qual ified to spe ak on the pre sen t events ; I will  add ress m yse lf to some 
gen era l aspects o f th e U .N.’s peacekeeping.

IN ST IT U T IO N A L IZ IN G  PEA C EK EEPI N G

Spec ifica lly, I  would like  to  touch on two  problem s th at seem cen
tral  to improv ing  and dev eloping U.N. peacekee ping. These problem s 
are, first , insti tut ion ali za tio n—w ha t organiz ation  and rel ati onsh ips  a t 
U.N.  He ad qu ar ters migh t be feasibl e and  would be ef fective f or  bet te r 
contr oll ing  peac ekeepin g—an d, second, grea t pow er pa rti cipa tio n— 
should we now beg in to fav or,  ra th er  than  oppose, pa rti cipa tio n in 
peacekeep ing opera tions  by the  veto powers and  othe r majo r powers.

Ta king  insti tut ion al iza tio n first , the lead question is, “I s it  neces
sary?*’ The U.N. h°s been able  to conduct a series of pea cekeep ing 
opera tions  with its  prese nt ad hoc methods.  Can it  not con tinu e to do 
so? The answer is, of  course , th at  it  can; it is indeed do ing  so tod ay  
in the M idd le Ea st,  Bu t it  does so at subs tan tia l cost in confusion and  
•cross -purposes, with  subs tan tia l risk of  immobili ty or  dama ging  
reverses  in fu ture  crises , and  only by accep ting severe lim ita tio ns  on 
the most th at  peac ekeepin g might hope  to accompl ish in the  fu tur e.

In  the words  of Pr of . Law rence Finkels tei n, “T he bes t th at migh t 
be a tta inab le  un de r th ese  cir cum stan ces  would be m ore  o f the im prov 
isa tion  at  the  br ink  of dis as ter  th at  has  chara cte rized  U.N . peac e
kee ping in the past * * *.” Th is is not good eno ugh , if  o ur  objective 
is to deve lop a stron ge r peacekeep ing tool.  Fur th er , it wou ld seem at
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least possible t ha t the recent movements in the relationships among 
the chief world power centers, plus the stimulus of the Arab-Israe li 
situation, might now make useful institutional agreements feasible.

There are dozens of blueprints for such agreements, and I will not 
bother you with another one. The long efforts of the Committee of 
33, however, have defined the essence of the problem and suggest the 
area where compromise might be possible and where it could produce 
a workable result.

QUESTION OF CONTROL

The heart of the debate in the Committee of 33 and its working 
group was, of course, control as Ambassador Schaufele has just 
emphasized. Agreement on control would. I  believe, break the dead
lock.

Taken to an extreme, the U.S. position on control would delegate 
entire control of a peacekeeping operation to the Secretary General, 
subject only to an initial authoriza tion and some consultation. At its 
extreme, the Soviet position would have all decisions, operational as 
well as other, made by the Secretary Council or an agency of the 
Council. This would make all operations, including the operation as a 
whole, continuously dependent on active day-by-day approval or at 
least abstention by each one of the veto powers. That U.S. position 
gives the Secretary General more independent author ity than  the 
Soviet Union will tolerate , and perhaps more than we would wish in 
many cases. Tha t Soviet position is probably flatly unworkable. How
ever, there does seem to be a usable middle ground.

Such a middle ground could have these characteristics:
The United States would concede tha t not  only the original  authori

zation, but a number of other specified key decisions, would require 
affirmative approval by the Secretary Council. These would have to 
include some decisions made not only at  the sta rt of an operation but 
during its course. Possible examples: designation and replacement 
of the commander, size and composition of the force—within reason
able tolerances—and changes thereto, general mission and broad 
tasks assigned, also including changes, and expenditure  limitations. 
Perhaps approval of the participa ting nations would have to be 
included. And as an u ltimate point, the United States might accept a 
provision tha t other significant operational decisions, not included 
in the specific list, would be subject to Council review and become 
inoperative if not approved within, say, 90 days.

SOME AGREEMENT

The Soviet Union would concede that  the Secretary General would 
be the  executive for carrying out the operations, with author ity for 
all negotiations and operations within the authorizations.

Both sides could agree that an Operations Committee of the Council 
would be constituted, to be consulted on decisions and kept currently 
informed on the progress of operations by the Secretary General. Both 
sides would also, I  hope, agree to resurrect and staff the M ilitary  Staff 
Committee to  function not in the operational chain of command but 
as milita ry advisors to the Council and fur ther  to be assigned by the 
Council to support  the Secretary General.

Parenthe tically. Mr. Chairman, while I will resist the temptation 
to go furt her  into the Milita ry Staff Committee than  you would prob-



13

ably wish, I brought along a copy of a brief talk on the subject I 
gave last year to a seminar held by the  International Peace Academy 
embodying my own views. I f you will permit me, I  will give the copy 
to your staff for anyone who is interested in the MSC (see appendix, 
p. 92 ).

What such agreements would accomplish would be to permit active 
and authori tative overseeing of operations by the Security  Council 
and give the Council the tools and relationships to exercise its over
seeing without hamstr inging  the Secretary General. On the other 
hand, it would affirmatively set up the Secretary General as the execu
tive, which is essential in order to use his personal relationships and 
influence and the resources of the Secretar iat, and it would support 
the Secretary General, in addition, with a needed m ilitary staff.

If  something on the foregoing lines were accepted by the United  
States and the Soviet Union on the problem of control, the other 
organizational and doctrinal questions would, I believe, be man
ageable. Fur ther , with the exception of the People’s Republic of 
China—on whose position I have no knowledge whatever—such a 
package would seem to be salable, probably with some modifications, 
to the interested countries.

IM PR OVIN G U .N . PE RF OR M AN CE

Such agreements would make li fe more difficult for the Secretary 
General. They could, however, be the basis for getting  on at  last with 
active planning, preparation and readiness, and with greatly improved 
management and control, of peacekeeping operations. The agreed 
and stimulated organization would then have, if  and when needed, a 
greate r capability not only for tasks of the present order but also for 
even more demanding and threatening operations.

I am sure it  is obvious, Mr. Chairman, tha t an underlying assump
tion of these thoughts is tha t U.N. peacekeeping cannot—at least not 
any longer—be made to serve the private  purposes of any great 
power, including ourselves. Its  function must be restricted to im
partial and generally agreed upon prevention, control, or amelioration 
of violence or the threat of violence. The measures I  have discussed 
postulate general agreement on any given peacekeeping operation, 
or at least no active opposition, among the veto powers and a large 
majority  of other States. Without this, U.N. peacekeeping has little  
potential in any case.

May I now say a word or two on the subject of partic ipation by 
the veto powers on peacekeeping operations. If  the assumption is 
correct th at we are coming into an era when U.N. peacekeeping will 
be clearly understood as impart ial and cooperative, the chief objec
tions to great power pai ucipation will bi removed.

The value of grant power partic ipation is not decisive in the essen
tially  constabulary operations now in hand. If,  however, we hope in 
time for greate r U.N. potential, for the capacity to control larger, 
fluid, and possibly combatant situations—say something again of the 
scale of the Congo—then we will need the complex mi litary  resources 
of the principal powers who possess the projectable forces.

It  is time. I believe, to start working in that direction.
[Vice Admiral Lee’s prepared statement fo llows:]
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Developing and I mproving P ea ceke eping

I am honored by th is opportunity to appear before you.
Let me say to begin with tha t, af te r forty-two year s in the Navy, I have 

for  the pas t eight  months been enjoying the delights of retir eme nt in St. Peters
burg, Florida. My information on cur ren t Middle East operat ions is, therefo re, 
derived, almost exclus ively, from Walter  Cronkite and the St. Pete rsburg Tunes.
Fortuna tely , you have othe r witnesses  well qualified to speak on the present 
ev en ts; I will address  myself to some general  aspec ts of the U.N.’s peacekeeping.

Specifically, I would like to touch on two problems that  seem central  to 
improving and developing U.N. peacekeeping. These problems are, first, ins titu
tionaliza tion—what organ ization and rela tionships at  U.N. Hea dquarte rs might 
be feasible and would be effective for bet ter controlling peacekeeping—and, 
second, great power part icipation—should we now begin to favor, ra ther  than  
oppose, par ticipation in peacekeeping operations  by the  veto powers and othe r *
majo r powers.

INSTITUTIONALIZATION

Takin g ins titu tionaliz atio n first, the  lead question is, “Is it necessary?” The 
U.N. has been able to  conduct a series of peacekeeping operations with its present «
ad hoc methods. Can it not continue to do so? The answ er is, of course, that
it can ; it  is indeed doing so today in the  Middle East . But it does so at sub
stantial cost in confusion and cross-purpose, with  sub stan tial  risk  of immobility 
or damaging reverses in fu ture  crises, and  only by accepting severe limi tations 
on the most th at  peacekeeping  might hope to accomplish in the future. In the 
words of Professor Lawrence Finke lstein  “the best that  might be atta inable  
under these  circumstances would be more of the improvisat ion at  the brink 
of disaster that  has  characterized U.N. peacekeeping in the  past. . . .” This 
is not good enough, if our objective is to develop a stronger  peacekeeping tool.
Fur ther, it  would seem at  least possible th at  the recent movements in the  
rela tionships among the  chief  world power centers , plus the  stimulus  of the 
Arab-Israeli situation, might  now make useful ins titu tional  agreem ents feasible.

There  are  dozens of blue prin ts for such agreements. I will not bother you 
with  ano ther one. The long efforts of th e Committee of 33, however, have defined 
the  essence of the  problem, and suggest the  are a where compromise might be 
possible and  where  it could produce a workable resul t.

The heart  of the debate in the Committee of 33 and its  Working Group was, 
of course, control. Agreement on control would, I believe, break the deadlock.

Taken to an extreme, the U.S. position on control would delegate  enti re con
trol  of a peacekeeping opera tion to the Secretary  General, subjec t only to an 
ini tia l author izat ion and some consul tation.  At its exterme, the Soviet posi
tion would have all decisions, opera tiona l as well as other, made by the Security  
Council or an agency of the  Council. This would make all operations, including 
the opera tion as a whole, continuously dependent on active day-by-da.v approva l 
or at  leas t abstention  by each one of the veto powers. That U.S. position gives 
the Secre tary General more independent authority  tha n the Soviet Union will 
tolera te, and perhaps more tha n we would wish in many cases. T hat  Soviet posi
tion is probably flatly unworkable. However, there does seem to be a usable 
middle ground.

Such a middle ground could have these c haracteris tics  :
The U.S. would concede that  not only the original auth orization , but a num

ber of othe r specified key decisions, would require  affirmat ive approval by the 
Security  Council. These would have  to include some decisions made not only at «
the  st ar t of an operation , but  during its course. Possible  exa mples: designat ion 
and replacement of the  Commander, size and composition of the force (within 
reasonable tolerances)  and changes there to, general mission and broad tasks 
assigned, also including changes, and expenditure limi tations. Perhaps approval 
of the  par ticipat ing  natio ns would have  to be included. And as an ultimate 
point, the U.S. might accept a provision  th at  other significant operational de
cisions, not included in the  specific list, would be subject to Council review and 
become inoperative  if not approved within , say, ninety  days.

The Soviet Union would concede that  the  Secretary’ General would be the 
Execu tive for carryin g ou t the operations, w ith authority  for all negot iations  and 
opera tions  wi thin the authoriza tions .

Both sides could agree th at  an Opera tions Committee  o f the Council would be 
cons titute d, to be consulted  on decisions and kept currently informed on the 
progress of opera tions by the  Secretary General. Both sides would also, I hope,
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agree to resurrect  and staff the Mil itary  Staff Committee, to func tion  not in the 
opera tiona l chain of command, hut  as mil itary advisors to the Council, and 
fu rth er  assigned, by the Council, to support the  Secretary  General.

(Parenth etically , Mr. Chairman, while I will res ist the temptat ion to go 
furth er  into the Military Staff Committee  tha n you would probably wish, I 
brought along a copy of a  brie f talk on the subject I gave las t yea r to a seminar  
held by the  Int ern ational Peace  Academy embodying my own views. If  you will 
permit  me, I will give the  copy to your  s taff for  anyone who is  interested in the 
MSC.)

What such agreem ents would accomplish would be to permit  active and 
autho rita tive overseeing of opera tions by the  Secur ity Council, and give the 
Council the tools and rela tionships to exercise  i ts overseeing, withou t h am str ing 
ing the  Secre tary General. On the other hand, it would affirmative ly set up the

• Secre tary General as the Executive, which is essen tial in orde r to use his per 
sonal rela tionships and influence and the  resources  of the  Sec reta riat , and 
would supp ort the Secretary  General, in addit ion, with a needed mil itary staff.

If  something on the  foregoing  lines were accepted by the U.S. and the Soviet 
Union on the problem of control, the other organiza tional and doctrina l ques-

* tions would, I beleive, be manageable. Fur the r, with the  exception of the Peo
ple’s Republic of China—on whose position I have no knowledge—such a pack
age would seem to me to be saleable, probably  with some modifications, to the 
inte rested countries.

Such agreements would make life more difficult for  the  Secretary  General. 
They could, however, be the  basis  for gett ing on at  las t with active planning, 
prep arat ion,  and readiness, and with grea tly improved management and con
trol. of peacekeeping operations. The agreed and stimulated organiza tion would 
then have, if and when needed, a gre ate r capability not only for  tasks of the 
present order, but  also for  even more demanding and threat ening operat ions.

I am sure  it  is obvious, Mr. Chairman, that, an underlying a ssumption of these  
thoughts is that  U.N. peacekeeping canno t—at leas t not any longer—be made 
to serve the priv ate purposes of any gre at power, including ourselves. Its  func 
tion must be res tric ted  to imp arti al and genera lly agreed upon prevention, con
trol, or amel ioration of violence or the thr ea t of violence. The measures I have 
discussed postulate general agreemen t on any given peacekeeping operat ion, or 
at  leas t no active opposition, among the  veto powers and  a large major ity  of 
othe r state s. Without  this, U.N. peacekeeping has litt le potentia l in any  case.

PARTIC IP ATI ON BY GRE AT PO WER S

May I now say a word or two on the  subject of part icipa tion by the veto 
powers in peacekeeping opera tions. If the assum ption  is correct that  we are  
coming into an era  when U.N. peacekeeping  will be clearly understood  as im
pa rti al  and cooperative, the chief objections to great power par ticipat ion  will be 
removed.

The value of gre at power  par ticipat ion  is not decisive in the essentia lly con
stabulary’ operations now in hand. If, however, we hope in time for grea ter  U.N. 
potential, for the capacity’ to control large r, fluid, and possibly com bata nt sit-

* nations—say something aga in of the  scale of the  Congo—then we will need the  
complex mil itary resources of the  principa l powers who possess the  projectable  
forces.

It  is time, I believe, to s ta rt  working in t ha t direction.
Mr. Chairman, that  concludes my s tatement.•
Mr. F raser. Tha nk  yon very’ much, Ad mi ral , fo r a very he lpfu l 

sta tem ent .
Ch airma n Ha mi lton.

PRESENT SOVIET POL ICY

Mr. H amilton. Gentle men , we appre cia te your  sta tem ents ve ry 
m uc h; th ey  are  most he lpf ul.

I would like  to  ta lk  about the  pre sent peacekeep ing force  in  th e M id 
dle E as t a nd  di rec t you r at tenti on  to t hat  if I may.
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So fa r a t lea st the Sov iet  U nio n has not  been unc ooperat ive  in th is 
peacekeep ing effo rt and I suppose you could make a case fo r it  be ing 
coopera tive . Do you detect  in th is any  basic  c han ge of  a tti tude  by the 
Sov iet Un ion  towa rd peaceke eping operatio ns?

Mr.  Schaufele. I f  I could resp ond  to th at  ques tion,  Mr. Congres s
man , we have not detecte d any  basic change. I wou ld say in th is  p ar 
tic ular  case th at  we hav e some elem ents  which have elici ted Sovie t 
coopera tion . One is the basic agreem ent  between the Un ite d State s and 
the Sov iet Un ion  st ar ting  wi th the  agre eme nt to submit  a cease-fire 
pro posal  to the Security  Council as b eing in the  intere st of  bo th coun
tries.  Th e add itio nal  coopera tion  I th in k stems from  th at  pa rti cu la r 
act.

Th e presen tat ion  of a resolu tion  by the nonal ine d members of the  
Security Council fo r a peaceke eping opera tion was a very im porta nt 
factor  fo r the Sov iet Union  because  the y ten d wherever  possible to 
su pp or t th e posit on of the nonalin ed.  I  th in k that  one of  the key facto rs 
in the  ha nd lin g of  the peaceke eping opera tion wi thi n the  Un ite d 
Nations mechanism is th at  the  Soviet Un ion  fo r the  first, tim e to  my 
knowledge expli cit ly ackn owledged  the pr inc iple of collective re 
spo nsibil ity  and peacekeep ing actions  underta ken by the  Sec uri ty 
Council and has expre ssed  its readiness to  pay.

LE NG TH  OF PRESENT CO MM ITM EN T

Mr.  H amilton. Fo r how  long?
Mr.  Schaufele . We ll, the force is set up  p rov isionally fo r 6 months 

wi th a r enewal  p rov ision f or  ano the r 6 months bu t it would have to be 
acted upo n again  at  the  end of th at  6 months . So al thou gh  T have not 
detected  any  basic change  in the Sov iet pos ition, I  th in k the Soviet 
coo peratio n is indeed welcome in th is  case. The fac t th at  the Soviets 
did  agree to terms  o f r eference which are  in vio lat ion  o f some of the ir  
expressed ideas abo ut peac ekeepin g is also encoura gin g bu t we have 
ha d no ind ica tion so fa r on any  cha nge  in th ei r basic  appro ach to 
peac ekeepin g its elf.

Mr.  H amilton . Th e Sov iets  are  com mit ted  now fo r a per iod  of 6 
months, i s that  ri ght ?

Mr. Schaufele . Yes.
Mr.  H amilton. A t the end  of th at  per iod  the Security  Counc il 

mu st act ag ain .
Mr.  S chaufele . Yes ; i t would be a renewal  ac tion.

PA YING  FOR PEAC EK EE PIN G

Mr. H amilton. An d th ei r financ ing  arr angeme nts  are the same as 
ours? I th in k you mentio ned  th at  each  of the perma nen t members 
will  pay 15 p erc ent more  th an  the ir  scale  o f assessments in the  regu lar 
budget.

Mr.  S chaufele . Th at  is correct.
Mr. H amilton. I s th is  the  first, time  they  have p ar tic ipated  in peace

kee ping financial  opera tions ?
Mr. Schaufele . I  th in k it  is. They hav e wi thh eld  on past peac e

kee ping opera tions  fo r var iou s reasons, eit he r th at  the y were illegal 
or  t hat  the  operat ion  engaged  in illegal  acts  o r t hat  t he opera tion was 
set up  by the General  Assembly as opposed  to the  Security  Council.
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T H E  U .N . AN D IS RA EL

Mr. H amilton. Over the years there have been certain tensions and 
disagreements between the U.N. peacekeeping operatives and the state 
of Israel. W hat is your feeling of that situation now ? Ho you think the 
attitude of Israel toward peacekeeping has improved at all?

Mr. Sciiaufele. Cer tainly in comparison to the last UN EF which 
Israel did not accept the Israeli position has changed somewhat. They 
did accept this force. The only caveat tha t they have put on it is 
that  contingents from countries which do not have diplomatic rela
tions with Israel cannot operate in Israeli controlled territory. So 
far  t ha t has not proved to be a serious impediment because the force 
is composed of  contingents from countries which have relations with 
Israel and others which do not.

Mr. Hamilton. Are there any guarantees this time tha t you could 
not have a withdrawal  of the peacekeeping forces like you had in 
May 1967 which was one of the factors in triggering  the June  war?

Air. Sciiaufele. There is no guarantee. Air. Chairman. However, 
the operation is for a specific period of time and implicit in that is tha t 
to b ring it to an end any earlier would require a return  to the Secre
tary  Council for it s approval.

TTIE MAND AT E OF T II E  N E W  FORCE

Air. H amilton. AVhat precisely is the  mandate of the peacekeeping 
force there now ?

Air. Sciiaufele. 'Well, the mandate is based on the  implementation 
of the cease-fire, and the mandate, specifically in operative paragraph 
1 of the resolution, demands that “immediate and complete cease-fire 
be observed and tha t the parties return to the positions occupied by 
them at 1650 hours G.m.t. on October 22, 1973.” Then it goes on to 
request the Secretary General to set up the force and report to the 
Council, and so forth. So that is the specific mandate.

Now if I could get back to your previous question. In  Resolution 341 
which implements 340, the second paragraph states, “Decides that the 
force shall be established in accordance with the above-mentioned 
repor t for an initial period of 6 months.” Tha t is fair ly clear lan 
guage for  U.N. documents.

Air. H amilton. What is the size of that  force?
Air. Sciiaufele. The ultimate size of the force is 7,000. It  is not nec

essary to have 7,000 men, that is the maximum size of the force.
Air. H amilton. How many are on it now ?
Air. Sciiaufele. In place at the present time are  3.407. and the pro

posed to tals on the basis of contingents which are scheduled to arrive 
shortly would be 6,057.

T II E  SY RI AN  FR ONT

Air. H amilton. How many of these are at  the Syrian front and how 
many a t the  Egyptian ?

Air. Sciiaufele. None at the Syrian  front. There has not yet been 
an arrangement made to place UN EF at the Syrian  front. The 3,407 
are now all at the Egypt ian-Is raeli front.

Air. Wilson. AVould the gentleman yield?
Air. H amilton. Yes.
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Mr.  W ilson . On th at  point , Mr.  Am bassador,  alt hough the re may 
not be any  U.N . forces on the  ground  to the Sy ria n fro nt , there is a 
ra th er  rig id  line th at is being obse rved un de r the  ausp ices  of the  
Un ite d Nation s reso luti ons  by  both  the Sy ria ns  and  t he  I sraeli s. Is n’t 
th at  co rrec t?

Mr. Schaufele . Yes.
Mr.  W ilson. I t  sim ply  does not have any U.N. sold iers sta nd ing 

on it.
Mr. Schaufele . I t  does have the U.N . Supervi sory Organiz ation , 

and the re are  observers th ere but  the y are not  pa rt  of U NEF .
I  wou ld like  to  correct myself, Mr . Ch airma n. Th e Sov iets  do pay  

fo r the  opera tion of the U.N. Truce Superviso ry Organiz ation  in the  
Middle E as t and  fo r th e observer  miss ion in K ashm ir.

REPORTING VIOL ATIO NS

Mr.  H amilton. W hen you have vio lat ion s in the cease-fire as evi 
dently occurre d in recent  days , wha t happens? W ha t do the  peace 
kee ping forces  do ?

Mr.  Schaufele . I  could not rea lly  answer th at  ques tion in any  de
tai l. I  know in several  cases wh at is done. There  was a breach  of the  
cease-fire on the  Israe li- Sy ria n fron t over th e weekend, in which the re 
was a heavy exchange of ar til le ry  and tank  fire. The U.N. observe r in 
the are a went immedia tely  to bo th sides , discussed it  wi th them and  
called fo r a cease-fire or  a res tor ation  o f the  cease-fire no la te r th an  12 
noon of th at  day . His  con sul tati ons  were effective , and  act ua lly  the  
cease-fire was re insti tu ted an ho ur  and  a ha lf  ea rli er  than  the dead
line. So it  is an advanta ge  to both sides  to stop  the  sho otin g or stop  
the  movement .

Mr.  Y ost. Could  I  make a comment on th at  ?
Mr. H amilton. Sure ly.
Mr.  Y ost. T his  act ion  th at  Mr. Sch aufele  describes is all th at  the  ob

serv ers can do—to rep or t the  vio lation,  att em pt  to negotia te its end 
and the  re est abl ishment of  the cease-fire. Of  course, it is con tem plated 
th at  when the  U N EF force is fu lly  in place, it will occupy  a buffer 
zone between the two  force s and  hence  would be in a position effec
tively  to pr event an y viola tions on the  ground of the  case-fire.

Mr. H amilton. I s the  peac ekeepin g force deploye d on both sides 
of th e lin e?

Mr. Schaufele . Yes.
Mr.  H amilton. It  is today  ?
Mr. Schaufele . I t is n ow ; yes, sir.
Mr. H amilton. H ow does th is force  now the re compare  with the  

force th at  was th ere  in 1967, in size ?
Mr.  Schaufele . I t  will be about the  same size, although the  earlier- 

force  which at  its  h eig ht was aro und 7,000, was gr ad ua lly  reduced,  I 
th ink , to abou t 2.500 bv the  time  it lef t in 1967.

insu ring  demilitarization

Mr.  H amilton. I f  the  peace  negotia tions  succeed in est abl ish ing  
some kinds of  demi lita rized  zones and  so fo rth , would it be expected 
th at  th e pea cekeep ing fo rce would play  a role  in th at  demi litari za tio n 
or in th e w ith draw al impleme nta tion?
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Mr. Schaufele. I am not privy to all the possible options th at may 
be open on this p articular subject, but certainly over the years this is 
one of the possibilities tha t has been seriously considered.

Air. Hamilton. Could it do that under its present mandate ?
Mr. Schaufele. No, it could not.
Air. H amilton. That would have to be taken back to the Security 

Council then ?
Air. Schaufele. Yes, or upon agreement of the parties.
Air. Yost. During all of the negotiations tha t I took pa rt in over 

the years af ter the 6-day war, it was contemplated tha t if there could 
be an agreement between the parties  involving demilitarized zones, 
tbe United Nations Forces would occupy those zones and police them 
and help to maintain  them.

Air. H amilton. Thank you.
Mr. Fraser. Thank you. Air. Chairman.
Air. Gross.

SIT UATIO N IN  190  7

Air. Gross. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I have several questions.
What would happen if the situation of 1967 was repeated when 

Israel told the U.N. Forces to get out of the way because they were 
coming through?

Air. Wilson. Would you yield ?
Air. Gross. Beg pardon ?
Air. Fraser. Wha t year?
Mr. Gross. I  said 1967. Tha t is what happened in 1967.
Air. F relinghuysen. No; Israel didn’t do it.
Air. Gross. Israel didn’t do what?
Mr. Frelinghuysen. She didn’t tell them to get out of the way.
Air. Gross. Well, Israel went outlie offensive.
Air. Frelinghuysen. She didn't tell the United  Nations Forces to 

get out of the way, is all I said, Air. Gross. I am not saying that  she 
was engaged in hostilities.

Air. F raser. Perhaps we can let the  witness respond to the question.
Air. Yost. I  think  what happened was tha t the Egyptian  Govern

ment asked tha t the UN EF be withdrawn, and it was in the process 
of being withdrawn when the war broke out. Then, of course, it is 
correct th at Israel asked the Forces which were still there which had 
not had time to be withdrawn, to get out of the way, so in effect both 
of you gentlemen are right.

Air. F raser. Very diplomatic.
Air. Gross. I didn’t know we were going to split hairs here this 

morning.
Air. F relinghuysen. Well, if you will yield. Air. Gross, it does 

seem to me the initiative for the removal of the Forces is what was 
significant and tha t came from Egypt . I am not trying to argue that  
the Israelis  wanted them to get out of the wav just prio r to hostilities 
but it  was ticked off by the Egypt ians.

Air. Gross. They didn’t pay any attention to what Egyp t told them 
to do. they got out of the way because Israel i tanks moved across the 
Sinai, didn 't they? Isn' t that  why they got out of the  way?

Air. F relinghuysen. I think  that is a different position you are 
takin g now.
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Mr. Gross. What is tha t?
Mr.  F relingh uysen. I t  is a d iffere nt des cription o f th e events pr io r 

to ho sti liti es.  The  Isr ae lis  dem onstrated a need.

ARMS FOR UNEF

Mr. Gross. In it ia te d a reque st. I ju st  said  they tol d them  to get  o ut 
of  th e way  because the y were com ing thr ou gh , t hat  is all, and  th ey  go t 
out  of th e w ay. I don't  th in k t he  Egy pt ians  moved them o ut o f the way 
at  all.  They mi gh t have made  a reques t bu t the y didn 't move them 
out of  the way.

W ha t k ind s of  arm s does th e present  fo rce have?
Mr.  Sciiau fele . T he  Un ite d Na tio ns  carr ies  l ight  an us , it  does n ot  

have ta nk s o r a rti lle ry .
Mr.  Gross. T hey might jus t as well be unarm ed,  is t hat  ri gh t?
Mr. Sciiaufel e. W ell,  one could say th at , Mr. Cong ressman . On the  

othe r hand , I th in k the  th in g th at  pre vente d a serious  inc ident at  
kilometer 109 very early  in  the  Decembe r cease-fire  is th at  the  com
ma nd ing  genera l of  t he  forc e when he moved  to tak e over  t he Isr ae li 
checkpoint in accordance wi th th e agreem ent  signed between the  
Eg yp tia ns  a nd  Isr ae lis  on November 11 sent his  t roo ps to th at  check
po int  wi tho ut arm s and I suspect th at  is why  there  was no incident. 
To be unarm ed is sometimes more effective th an  t o be armed.

OCCUPIED TERR ITORIES

Mr.  Gross. As a res ul t of the  1967 w ar were any  UN  forces in the  
te rr itor y th at  Is rael  occu pied as a r esu lt o f th a t war?

Mr.  Schaufele . Yes, sir. Th e U.N.  T ruce Superv iso ry Or ganiz ation  
ha d observat ion  pos ts in Isr ae li occupied te rr itor y both in the  Golan 
He ights  and east  of th e Suez C anal.

Mr.  Gross. Wha t happen ed ?
Air. Sciiaufel e. They were eit he r asked to  wi thdraw  or the y were 

ove rrun. There  were  three officers k ille d in the Suez.
Mr.  G ross. So th ei r presence there di dn ’t mean  ve ry much ? I t  mea nt 

nothing .
Mr. Sciiaufel e. They  were not m eant  to repulse an  a ttack, a three- 

man post , only to observe the  vio lat ion s of  the cease-fire which ha d 
come abo ut throug h ou r in itiati ve  in 1971. They were not meant  to 
engage  in any figh ting .

Mr.  G ross. Bu t th e fact  of  th ei r presence and  the  fa ct  of  th ei r show
ing  the  U.N. flag was meaning less,  was it not ? W ha t would th ei r 
presence  mean in a 3,000-man fo rce, as you say, if  ei the r side elected to 
renew  hosti liti es?  It  would not mean much, would it?

Mr. Sciiaufel e. I th in k th at  the establ ishment of even observe r 
gro ups in small num bers  is a de terre nt  to action unless eit he r side is 
fu lly  determ ined to launch  a full -sca le offensive. I do n't  th ink th at  
U.N.  emergenc y forces und er  th is  pro vis ion  of th e c ha rte r or  th at  U.N . 
observe r g roups a re meant  in effect to repulse  any att ack s which m igh t 
tak e place b ut I th ink th ei r presence  is a de ter ren t. They have the two 
sides  under const ant observatio n and the y do move quickly  wherever  
the y can in orde r to main tai n the  cease-fire or  th e pos itions of the  two 
sides.
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COSTS OF PEAC EK EE PIN G

Mr. Gross. You say that the cost for 6 months is $30 million?
Mr. Schaufele. The estimated cost.
Mr. Gross. And our share of that percentagewise is what?
Mr. Schaufele. Twenty-nine percent.
Mr. Gross. Twenty-nine percent.
Mr. Schaufele. Yes.
Mr. Gross. We are not even down to 25 percent, the ratio tha t goes 

into effect January  1 ?
Mr. Schaufele. We are down to the 25 percent. The agreement was

* tha t each permanent member would pay 15 percent over and above his 
normal percent, so we pay 29 percent.

Mr. Gross. I don't  care how you juggle figures, we are still  29 p er
cent of the cost.

* Mr. Schaufele. On this par ticular operation; yes, sir.
Mr. Gross. On this part icula r operation. I don't care how you try 

to fuzz it up, we are still the big spender in this deal.
Mr. Yost. I think  the rationale  of that,  Mr. Congressman, is th at 

we have a stronger interest in the maintenance of this cease-fire there 
than the average small member of the United Nations does because, 
as we have seen dur ing the hostilities, continued war  there has a very 
profound effect on us as well as the Soviet Union. Therefore  it is 
argued tha t we should both be willing to carry  a little more of the 
burden of the peacekeeping.

SOVIET FINAN CI AL SUPPORT

Mr. Gross. As Mr. Clements. Deputy Secretary of Defense, expressed 
it before the committee the other day. He said that in the wisdom of 
Congress we are going to do thus and so by way of the $2.2 billion 
bill. I  don’t call that wisdom at all. T call tha t playing Uncle Sucker 
around the world. T hat is not wisdom. It is just laying out more of 
the money of the taxpayers of this  country tha t they can ill afford.

Tell me this. The support by the Soviets, what is the ir percentage 
contribution?

Mr. Schaufele. The Soviet assessment for the regular budget is 
about 13 percent, and thei r share of the UN EF budget is slightly less

» than la percent. Adding the contributions of Byelorussia and the
1 kraine, the total percentage of U NE F costs contributed by the three 
countries comes to just under 17 percent.

Mr. Gross. About 18 percent.
* Mr. Schaufele. Yes.

Mr. Gross. Well, tha t is par for the course—maybe a little  more than par fo r the course.
Will the fact of thei r contribution to this U.N. force relieve them 

of the possible penalty of being ousted from the United Nations, Mr. 
Ambassador ?

Mr. Schaufele. No. sir. Technically under article 19 of the U.N. 
Charte r, that article could be invoked if a country fa lls 2 years behind in its payments.

Mr. Gross. Why has it not been invoked in the past?
Mr. Schaufele. There was a great debate on this subject in 1964 and 

there was agreement among all powers to search for  a solution to the
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financial problems of the United Nations, and at tha t time it was 
agreed tha t it would not be.

Mr. Gross. That is nice and tha t is all I have at this time.
Mr. Fraser. Mr. Wolff.

W H A T  H A PPEN ED  IN  MAY 1 9 6  7 

Mr. Wolff. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I would like the record to  show tha t I am reading from the state

ment given to us by the Library of Congress “the UN EF was placed 
on Egypt ian soil with the consent of the United Nations Resolution 
998. When on May 18, 1967, E gypt requested tha t the force be with- •
drawn, the Secretary General met with the advisory council. The 
advisory committee chose not to call the General Assembly. UN EF 
ceased to be operational May 19, 1967, withdrawal complete Ju ne 17,
1967.” Pe rhaps  Mr. Gross was refer ring to the fact tha t the Gulf of *
Aqaba and the S tra it of Tiran were being blockaded in counter to  the 
recommendations of the United Nations order to main tain freedom of 
access. The Israelis broke the illegal blockade a t th at time.

I wonder now if  we could get down to the future. Since 1967 inf rac
tions of the cease-fire have met with condemnations of Israel. Through
out the years I don’t believe th at there was one single condemnation 
of any of the terro rist activities of Arab States even those admitted by 
them including the massacre of innocent civilians at Lod airport by 
terro rist mercenaries. I am wondering why Israel should have con
fidence in future  U.N. actions or the decisions made by the U.N. ob
server team or the U.N. force. I wonder if  any one of you gentlemen 
could answer?

Mr. Schaufele. Well, perhaps, I could sta rt off, Mr. Congressman.
The United States obviously did not agree with all those condemna
tions of Israel. Perhaps I can best cite the view of some members of 
the. United Nations who are fairly neutral on this subject and tha t is 
tha t terroris t activities carried out by individuals  or Palestinian 
liberation movements are just that,  they are carried out by individuals 
or nonofficial organizations whereas Is rael was criticized for actions 
which were actions as a government.

Mr. Wolff. How about the questions of the Sudan? Our Ambassa
dor and his aide were killed. Sudan is a member of the United Nations.
They gave sanctuary and headquarters to terroris t organizations re
sponsible for the killings. What has the U.N. done about tha t?

Air. Schaufele. As a matte r of fact, the U.N. has done nothing 
about it since it was not asked to do so. Sudan has agreed to try  the wpeople who were involved.

Mr. W olff. The trial has been postponed several times and no ac
tion taken against the killers or their  employers.

Mr. Schaufele. Yes; I  seem to recall it has been opened recently but 
I cannot swear to that.

ROLE OF NO NA LT NE D STA TES

Mr. W olff. Mr. Gross and I don’t agree on very many th ings but 
we might agree with the ineffectiveness of the U.N. in certain areas, 
and I think  this is cer tainly one area. You’d believe the  U.N. would 
move since we are the principal financier of the U.N.
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I believe. Am bassador Sch aufele , th at  you mentio ned  nonal ine d 
members. W ha t is th e de finit  ion of a non alined member ?

Air. Schaufele. I  do n' t th ink th at  m y def ini tion  is as im po rta nt  as 
th ei r d efini tion .

Mr.  W olff. We ll, could we come to some def ini tion  of non alined  
tod ay  ? We ta lk  abo ut th e nonalined  world.

Air. Schaufele . The nonal ine d wor ld, if  you will  ind ulg e me a 
li ttl e bi t in being  som ewh at imp recise  because I  cannot  be precise on 
th at , composes a gro up  of  na tio ns  whi ch may va ry  fro m 75 to 95 
members who choose no t to alin e them selves wi th  any blocs.

Air. W olff. Co uld  we ha ve an example of  one or two  of these non
alined  nat ion s ?

Air. Schaufel e. AVell, they  ran ge  now in th is  day and age all  the 
way  fro m Yugos lav ia to ------

Air. W olff. Yu goslavia  is a non alined  na tio n ?
Air. Schaufele . Yes, sir.
Air. W olff. Th ey  are  no t a pa rty to any  bloc—I  don’t th in k the 

Sov iets  would ag ree to  tha t.
Air. Schaufele . That  is why I  said th ei r def ini tion  is more im 

po rtan t th an  my de fini tion .
Air. AYolff. I  hav e no f ur th er  questions.
Air. Yost. I  w ill say  a word on t hat  i f I  m igh t, Mr . Ch air ma n. Ve ry 

loosely  nonalined means th at  thes e na tions  don’t belo ng ei ther  to 
NA TO  or  to any  othe r AATestern  or  Com munist  m ili ta ry  alliance.

Air. AÂolff. AVliat you mean is any  na tio n th at is ant i-A merican.  
Yu goslavia  does no t belong  to the Sov iet bloc nat ion s?

Air. Yost. No.
Air. AAolff. Or th e AVarsaw Pact  nations ?
Air. Gross. Does NA TO  sti ll exis t ?
Air. Schaufele . I f  you wou ld like to lis ten  to  Am bas sad or Alalik, 

he wi ll te ll you ab out it.
Air. Y ost. In  th e economic  f ield most L at in  Am erican  c ountr ies  call 

them selves nonalined or mem bers  of th is  th ird- wor ld  group, even 
thou gh  on politi cal  ma tte rs the y are  much closer to us th an  to  ou r 
adversarie s. So t he  d efin ition is very loose.

Air. AA’olff. Tha nk  you, Air. Chairm an.
Air. F raser. Air. Fre linghuysen .

RECEN T COMPROMISES ON PE AC EK EE PIN G

Air. F relinghuy sen . Tha nk  you, Air. C hairm an.
I  wou ld like to beg in by addre ssing  mem bers  of the committee.
I am pa rt icul ar ly  dis appo int ed  since I  missed Am bassador Yo st’s 

tes tim ony since he  is an old f riend . I  was pre sen t a t S enato r Alansfield’s 
recepti on fo r P resid en t Ceausescu.

I would lik e to follow up  on Air. Gross’ ques tions on th e p res ent em er
gency force.  AA’hose comprom ise was  it  th at  we were  not  enthu sia stic  
{ibout agreein g to  it  ? I n  other wo rds,  whe re d id  the p res sur e come fro m 
fo r th e pe rm anent members o f th e Security Cou nci l p ay ing the  15 p er 
cent  ad di tio na l ?

Air. Schaufele . I  can  pe rhap s st ar t the ans wer to  th a t question, 
Air. Con gressman, by po in tin g ou t there is a general  fee ling in the 
Un ite d Na tions as a whole  th at the pe rm anen t mem bers  sho uld  pa y
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more fo r peacekeep ing because of  th ei r pr ivi leg ed role as perm anent 
mem bers  of  the Security Council . Th ere is a pre ced ent for a spec ial 
assessment ra te  wh ich  has been used in  th e pa st in  which o ur co ntr ibu
tion, if  I  am no t mis taken,  is ac tua lly  high er  th an  th at  percentage. 
Th is pa rt ic ul ar  comprom ise was based on th at gen era l fee ling and 
worked ou t by a num ber of m idd le powers.

I  th in k th e ac tua l lea der of  the group, so to  speak, was Braz il in 
th is  case an d they  m easured th e sen tim ent among  t he  mem bership in 
orde r to  de termine wh at scale o f assessm ent shou ld ac tua lly  be devised. 
A t firs t, in all  honesty , we were  concerned th at  we migh t come up— 
there was one pro posal  pu t fo rw ard th at  the Un ite d State s pay as 
much as 50 p erc ent of the cost  of  thi s opera tion bu t wiser  heads pr e
vailed and the  compromise  which was actua lly  wo rked o ut was la rge ly 
done  so by resp ons ible  middle powers in  the  U ni ted Nat ions .

Mr. F relixotiuysex. You say  wiser hea ds pre vai led  because it 
wou ld have been po lit ica lly  unacceptable  here if  we sho uld  do some
th in g else.

Mr.  S chaufele. Yes.

DETERMIXIXG COST SHARES

Mr. F relix ghuysex . I  wou ld th in k Am bassador Yost has a rea
sonable pos ition in th at if  i t is in our int ere st to  s up po rt an effo rt like 
th is  we sho uld  no t quibble too  fa r abo ut the percen tage. I  t hi nk  i t is 
of  doub tfu l valu e th at the privil ege role  of the pe rm anen t member 
gives the righ t to  veto. I  don’t  see any value in a sit ua tio n like  this.

You could say  any superio r mem ber  or  any wealth y coun try  is 
privil eged  to  be w eal thy , and t heref ore a  w ealthy c ountr y s hould  hav e 
supp orted  the en tir e th ing.  In  othe r words, if  it  is wh at  the vas t 
major ity  of the nations  o f the U.N. feel about the sit ua tio n and  they 
are  in the dr iver ’s seat, I  am surpris ed  we don’t  have  qu ite a dif ferent  
rel ati on sh ip th an  ac tua lly  was produced. In  othe r wo rds,  I  do n’t really 
un de rst an d th e rati on ali za tio n fo r this.

Th is was a rec ogn ition on the par t of  m ajor  nations th at  the re  was 
no alt erna tiv e bu t to  acce pt th is  decision of  15 percen t ? I  don’t know 
why pa rt icul ar ly  we a re intere sted in th is comprom ise, those t hat  pay  
more.

Mr.  Schaufele . W ell.  I  fee l th at  in  th is case i t i s ve ry much like the 
Congres s of the U ni ted  S tate s. In  the  final ana lys is you seek a piece o f 
leg islation, in  th is  case  a fina ncing b ill which is supporte d by th e most  
votes,  and in th is  case t hi s was the pro posal th a t could win  th e votes. 
Ce rta in ly  a pro posal  un de r which th e pe rm anent members of the  
Security Council or the we althie r mem bers  of  the Un ite d Nation s 
would un de rw rit e the  whole cos t would have  been  equally, i f n ot m ore, 
accepta ble bu t we have a str on g belie f in the  pr inciple of collect ive 
responsibil ity . As I  po inted  out , the Sovie t Un ion  has now espoused 
th is  and many responsibl e nations  believe th a t all  mem bers  of the 
Un ite d Nations sho uld  pay a sha re of  peacekeeping ope rations .

sigxificax ce of kissixger statemext

Mr.  F relixghuysex. I  would  like to  und ersta nd  a  li ttl e more about 
it. May be you  don’t know wh at  the significance of  Secre tar y Kis 
sin ge r’s rem ark s on Septe mb er 24 is. I t is on page 1 o f your s tate ment.
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The time has  come to agree  on peacekeeping guidelines so th at  this  orga niza 
tion  can act  swiftly, confidently and  effectively in futur e crises. To brea k the 
deadlock the  U.S. is prep ared  to consider how the Secur ity Council can play a 
more cen tral  role in the  conduct of peacekeeping operat ions.

As I understand it from your statement  the Security  Council is 
where we don’t want responsibility; we want to leave it in the  hands of 
the Secretary General and the Soviet Union wants it in the Security 
Council. Does this indicate tha t we are moving toward the Soviet 
position? In other words, is this a compromise of what has  been a firm 
position in an effort to see if we can reach an unders tanding with the 
Soviet Union ?

Mr. Schaufele. I t is the beginning of a compromise effort.
Mr. F relixgiiuysen. And what we would hope to do is have the Se

curity  Council take an occasional interest but not what you call a 
day-to-day responsibi lity fo r peace-keeping operations.

Mr. Sciiaufele. That is correct. We would like to find tha t area in 
which the Security Council might  be reasonably expected to make 
decisions, leaving the other areas of the operation to the control of 
the Secretary General and the commander of the force.

Mr. Frelixgiiuysex. Presumably there is interest  not only in the 
Soviet delegation but in others in exploring  the possibility of move
ment along the lines that the Secretary has suggested.

Mr. Sciiaufele. There is great interest  in other delegations. We 
have received no counter signal from the Soviet Union.

Mr. Frelixgiiuysen. I wonder if I might ask you gentlemen whether 
you would not like to comment on each othe r’s statements. Have you 
had any disagreements? Have you any comments any of you would 
like to make ? That would be interesting.

Mr. Yost. No; I  find myself fully persuaded by Ambassador Schau- 
fele’s statement.

Mr. Frelixgiiuysen. Th at is all, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Fraser. Admira l Lee, did you want to say something ?
Admira l Lee. No comment, sir.
Mr. Fraser. Mr. Wilson.

soviet desire for a cease-fire

Mr. Wilson. I want to direct my question to Ambassador Yost first, 
and I want us to be as an evenhanded as possible. There has been a 
great  deal of discussion in both Foreign Affairs Subcommittees, and 
there will be more discussion on the floor of the House about the proper 
extent of American assistance to Israel.

I want to ask you a very simple question : do you think  the impetus 
for the cease-fire would have existed and the Russians would have 
been interested had Israel  not started winning the war?

Mr. Yost. No ; I  should doubt it.
Mr. Wilsox. Tha t is all.
Mr. F raser. Mr. Bingham, I will come to you in a minute or so. 

I have not asked my questions yet, and I thought you would want to 
catch up on the statement,

Mr. B ingham. Fine.
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BIG POWERS AND PEAC EK EE PIN G

Mr.  F raser. Ad mira l, you have  ind ica ted  th at  you don’t see any  
pro blem wi th  la rge power invo lvem ent in the peacekee ping. Am bassa 
dor Scl iaufele says  th at  at  leas t fo r the  mom ent the  U.S . pos itio n is 
opposed  to  th at  because of  the  poss ible c on fro ntati on  th at  m ight  ensue. 
Would you wa nt  to elaborate  on your  view a lit tle  more ? Why  do n't  
you s hare those  same fe ars  ?

Ad mi ral  Lee. W ith respect,  sir , you somewhat ove rsta te my pos i
tion. There  are  ce rta inly  problem s connected wi th grea t pow er par
tic ipa tio n. There  is always  the  possibil ity  of  div erg en t int ere sts  
among  the pr incipa l powers, and when  enga ged  s ide by side in peace
kee ping ope rat ions, th is  could produc e a difficult problem  of con trol . 
I  don ’t  thin k the  difficulties would be overw helm ing in opera tin g actual 
jo in t forces, however.

Second, th ere  is a  concern am ong  the  sm aller powers t ha t the  power
fu l agreed  presence  of the  pr incipa l powers could  be used to ove rrid e 
th ei r inte rests.

These will con tinu e to be s ign ific ant  problems. They will  have  t o be 
worked  with. Deci sions  in specific cases sho uld  be made  wi th  both 
po liti ca l concerns and opera tional effectiveness  in mind.

The po ten tia l, the we igh t and the significance, of  a U.X.  force , in 
more com plicated  and  l arge r opera tions  or opera tions  where  you need 
more we igh t in  the force  would, I th ink,  be grea tly  enhance d if  you 
did  hav e majo r pow er elements  invo lved . Pu sh ing aside  org anized  
Sovie t f orm ations would  be a m ore signif icant opera tio n th an  pushin g 
aside  observers , pa rti cu la rly  if  you do increase  the  size  a nd  weigh t o f 
the  forces . Di sre ga rd ing such  forces, or  ru nn ing over them, wou ld be 
a much more ser ious  decision.

You can h ea r v arious views abo ut the polit ica l aspects of the  o pe ra
tio n in the Dominican Rep ubl ic, bu t mecha nically  it  was firs t rate . 
A rel ative ly enormou s force was pu t dow n between the  two con tend
ing  partie s. I t  was a very hea vily arm ed major  force . Tha t at  least 
stopped the v iolence.  For  good o r ill,  th e lan ding  force  was i n cont rol. 
I f  you even envisage som eth ing  lik e th at —no t tod ay, bu t in the  fu 
tu re—as a  hope o f peacekeepin g in  some situa tions , you will  need to be 
able to draw  upo n th e m ajo r m ili ta ry  powers.

Mr. F raser. I  d id n’t mean to ove rstate  y ou r positi on bu t I  was ju st 
re read ing  w ha t you said , and I  guess  I  did  overs tate it. Yo ur sugges
tion, however, was th at  we move in the dir ection of  conside ring  big 
power involvement.

Ad mira l L ee. Y es;  bu t it  w as by no means me ant as a cri tici sm of 
kee ping them out in  the  pre sen t case.

Mr. Y ost. Could I  say a  word, Mr. C ha irm an  ?
Mr. F raser. Yes. I  would be int ere ste d in  your  views, Mr. Am bas 

sado r.
US ING A PRAGMA TIC APPR OACH

Mr. Yost. I  th ink th is is one issue  where we should  be flexible and  
pragma tic . I f  it should tu rn  out in a pa rti cu la r situa tio n th at  the  
presence  of  th e U ni ted  S tat es  or  Sov iet forces would help to make the  
opera tion successful,  we ce rta inly  sho uld  no t be pre ven ted  by doc
tri na ire reason ing  from join ing in it. Of course the two  hav e joined



in providing logistics support and are in this present operation flying 
in contingents.

I am delighted, for example, to see in this present operation a p ar
ticipation by an Eastern European country, Poland. I think it will 
make the Soviets more ready to cooperate in U.N. peacekeeping if 
they feel that  their friends are not automatically excluded as they 
almost always have been in the past.

Mr. Fraser. Ambassador Yost, on tha t point could I raise a ques
tion ? There are Eas tern European partic ipants in the Vietnam super
visory organization and one of the difficulties seems to be th at those 
powers are rather consistently taking one point of view.

Mr. Y osT. This is somewhat a different operation in tha t those 
supervisory commissions are almost a law unto themselves. When they 
get into a deadlock by one member voting one way and other members 
voting another way, nothing happens a t all, you ge t a complete stale
mate, whereas in this case the contingents part icipa ting in the U.N. 
force are not able to do that unless they just choose to withdraw. If  
they tr ied to behave in a way that  the  Secretary General or the  com
mander felt to be parti al, that, would be immediately reported to the 
Security Council and you would get a showdown there.

I frankly don’t think  tha t is likely to happen but, if it does, t ha t 
is the  way to handle it. However, in this particular  Middle Easte rn 
affair, with the intensity of feeling involving the big powers, I think  
it is just as well t hat  the United States and the Soviet Union arc not 
participa ting other than in logistics.

THE OCTOBER 24 BREZH NEV NOTE

Mr. Fraser. I would like to follow this a little further and ask 
Ambassador Schaufele to comment if he wishes to.

As I  understand it, Brezhnev in his note to the President indicated 
alarm that the firs t cease-fire of the security resolution was not being 
observed and that both the United States and the Soviet Union should 
send in forces to implement the cease-fire. This led to a worldwide alert 
of the U.S. forces, including the strategic bomber force.

Could it be said that  here was a case where there might have been a 
reasonable basis for the Soviet point of view ? Tha t is, if the Security 
Council had agreed on the cease-fire and one or both parties  were 
failing to observe it, wouldn’t joint United  States-Soviet action con
sistent with a doctrine of flexibility or pragmatism in an attempt to 
enforce the cease-fire under those circumstances ?

Admiral Lee.
Admiral  Lee. Well, I will try  to respond.
Mr. F raser. Admiral, excuse me.
Mr. F relinghuysen. Would the gentleman yield ?
Mr. F rarer. Mr. Frelinghuysen feels I misstated the issue.
Mr. F relinghuysen. Surely the note as we know i t did not  suggest 

a joint effort on the par t of the United  States  and the Soviets. It  
suggested quite clearly, as I  understand it, there might  be unilateral 
action on the part of the Soviet Union, which is quite another pos
sibility.

Mr. F raser. I f we declined.
Mr. Frelinghuysen. Of course. But this is what created the pos

sibility of real trouble, action by one major power.



28

Mr.  F raser. With, the Cuban  miss ile crisis as an exam ple, why not 
dea l wi th the alt erna tiv e ? I am intere sted in  t hat  aspect of it  because 
obvious ly i f we d idn’t------

Mr.  F relingh uysen. Maybe he could comment on bo th aspects. Al l 
T me ant  was we shou ld no t leave the possibil ity  o f a un ila ter al  action. 
W ha t ac tua lly  was p ropo sed.

Air. F raser. Yes.

IMP RO VIS ING  CAN BE DANGEROUS

Ad mira l Lee. Well, sir , wi tho ut any  backgro und on th is  specific 
situa tio n, it would seem a most dangero us t ime  to  improvise  a working 
cooperatio n between elements  of th e Uni ted State s and Soviet arm ed 
forces in a confused and fluid  actio n on a b attlefie ld. The possibil ity of 
hos tile  acti ons  between th e two e xte rna l forces wou ld exis t, as well as 
between one or  bo th of them and the  fig hti ng  armies. I t  -would be 
extr emely  difficult to  m ake such arr angeme nts  a t such a time.  I t is an 
ext rem ely  sen sitiv e s itu ati on  in t he  Sinai, a nd  all sor ts of  possib iliti es 
of very dan ger ous e vents would ap pe ar  to exist .

If , however, adequa te prep arat ions  and do ctr inal pr ep arat ion were 
made , and if  t he  in tern at iona l staf f were on top of  it and  directly  in 
con trol, and  if  the control ha d been acce pted  by the powers, and  if 
there  were a m echanism and common communicatio ns set up,  i t would 
seem to me th at  ha nd lin g IT.S. and Sovie t pa rti cipa tio n would be 
qui te possible. You  wou ld of  course hav e to  examin e each  case spe
cifica lly. Th e presen t case is one where the grea t pow er int ere sts  are 
div erg ent, even t ho ug h the y overlap in a m utu al des ire for a  cessation  
of violence, an d t his  migh t n ot. the ref ore, be a good case for combining 
Un ite d State s and  Sov iet forces. Bu t in any  case it  should not be 
improvised in  cris is, and no t done on the  field o f ba ttle .

Mr. F raser. Mr.  Yos t.
Mr.  Yost. Yes, I agree with the ad mira l th at the sit ua tio n was fa r 

too cr itica l and  moving too  fa st  fo r such  an unpreced ented step  as 
Un ite d State s and Soviet forces  to be sent into the  m ids t at th at  mo
ment . I  th ink it  was fa r prefe rab le th at  wh at hap pened did  happen, 
th at  the Security Council acted ra pi dl y to  set  up  a jo in t forc e not 
inc lud ing  the  two grea t powers.

I  might  just add  as a footno te, wi th rega rd  to  wh at  Congres sma n 
Freli nghuysen  s aid , that my per son al view is t hat  we somew hat ove r
est imated t he  l ikel ihood of  u nil ate ral  Sov iet action. Probably it could  
hav e been de ter red  by less conspicuous methods, bu t th at  is ju st a 
side r emark .

M R. SCTTAU FELE’s  VIE W

Mr.  F raser. Mr.  S chaufele.
Mr. Schaufele . I f  I could comment in a personal  sense on this, I  

would just, note several th ing s.
The Sovie t move came on the  basi s of the  publ ic invit ati on  f rom  t he 

Pr es iden t of Egy pt  to  the Un ite d State s and  the  Sov iet Union.
Mr. F raser. Tha t is. Presi dent Sa da t req uested assistance?
Mr. Schaufele . Yes. A request which we quickly  rejec ted.
Th ere  was no U.N . ma ndate  fo r such an opera tion which would 

immedia tely  hav e pu t us again in a pos ition of  th e super power acting 
alone whi ch would have reduced signif icantly the  pos sib ilit y th at  the
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oth er members of the Security  C oun cil—indeed  othe r mem bers  of the 
Un ite d Na tions—len din g th ei r coo peratio n to a peacekeep ing effor t.

Mr.  F raser. Mr.  Am bassador,  I  am int ere ste d in  explo rin g th a t 
po in t fo r a moment. Sup pos e th at  in the Security  Council  bo th the  
Un ited State s an d the Sov iet Un ion  rep or ted the reques t fro m 
Pres iden t S ad at  and  requested  autho rit y fro m the Se curity Council  t o 
send  a modest con tingent of  equa l size fro m both cou ntr ies  in an a t
tempt  to enfo rce the cease-fire. W ha t wou ld the rea ction  hav e been 
among  the  oth er S ecuri ty C ounc il members ?

Mr. Schaufele . I  find  I  am a l itt le  hes ita nt  to pred ic t w ha t th e rea c
tio n would be, bu t when one is t alking  about a m odest forc e one is ta lk 
ing  abo ut a pea cekeep ing forc e such  as U N EF. We have alw ays  cer 
ta in ly  bel ieved  th at  these opera tions sho uld  be consent ope rat ions.

Mr. F raser. Th at  is both the S ta tes’ part ies ?
Mr. Schaufele . Yes. I  question wh eth er the State of  Is ra el  wou ld 

hav e agreed  to such an opera tion unde r those circumstances.
Mr. F raser. S o t hat  th at  wou ld rea lly  h ave  been preclu ded  at  least 

in o ur p osit ion  ?
Mr. Schaufele . Yes, such  was the po ssib ility.

MILITARY STAFF COMMITTEE (MSC)

Mr. F raser. Ad mira l, you re fe r to  the m ili ta ry  staff  pr ovision  in  the  
U.N . system. W ou ld you jus t say  a  w ord  about th at ? I t  seems to be in 
limbo. Pe rh ap s you  can  ju st  giv e us  a  m inu te of backgro und an d wh at 
your  view is now.

Adm ira l Lee. Yes, sir.  L imb o is n ot  to o s tro ng  a word . The MS C is 
rea lly  a lmo st nonexis ten t. I t  consists  on ly of  a ch ar te r pro vis ion  a nd  a 
a biweekly  meetin g, fo r 10 min utes , by men whose rea l work is else
where. Th e MSC is incapa ble  of  ha nd lin g any  problem whate ver  at  
the pres ent time.

Mr. F raser. W ha t is t he  ch ar te r c oncept and wh at  was envisioned?
Ad mira l Lee. Or igina lly , sir , it  was ri ght af te r the war, and the 

MS C concept  was based on th e wa rtim e combined Chiefs o f Staf f. Th e 
MSC was composed of the  Chie fs of Sta ff of the veto  powers, or  t he ir  
rep resent atives . Ou r in itial  U.S . del ega tion to the MSC was a very 
sen ior officer fro m each  o f the  A rmy, Navy, and A ir  Forc e, supp orted  
by about 40 staff officers in  New Yo rk wi th a g re at  deal of  work  in the 
Pe nta gon backin g them up.

Ac tua lly , a t th e f irst  meetin gs o f th e Security  Council , th e MS C was  
tak en  q uite serio usly . I t  was given a dir ect ive  to  work out the  pro ce
dure and doctr ine  on the bas is of th e Ch ar te r provisions . The MSC 
worked on the problem  fo r a coun le of yea rs, and fina lly ended wi th 
irreconci lab le divergencies.  A sp lit  repo rt  was sent  to the Council , 
which was also  unable  to agree.

I  d on’t th in k the  dead lock  was  a defect  in  th e m ili ta ry  or d iplom atic 
cap aci ties  of the the n members of  the  MSC . Th e problem was sim ply  
insoluble  at  th at  tim e and  in th at  clim ate.  The Security Council  
worked on th e M SC rep or t for  a month  or tw o, a nd  th en  sent i t quie tly  
to the file, whe re it  rem ains to th is  day . Since then , no th ing has been 
done b y th e MSC.

Mr. F raser. You say  the MSC is ana logous  to the  Jo in t Chiefs 
of  Staff?
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Admiral  Lee. More closely to the combined Chiefs of Staff.
Mr. Fraser. Would it advise the Security Council on carrying out its 

military operations?
Admiral Lee. The original concept was th at the MSC would be an 

element in the chain of command. The concept was of a combined 
force being created by a United Nations effort, and controlled and 
managed by the Security Council. The Military Staff Committee 
would be the equivalent of our J oint Chiefs of stall' for strategic  direc
tion. A general in the field, like General Eisenhower in Europe, would 
be the commander in the theatre. This concept of a major war-lighting 
force is of course not now considered. Under current concepts, the 
MSC should be only advisory.

Mr. Gross. Would the gentleman yield ?
Mr. Fraser. Yes.

ROLE OF TH E MSC

Mr. Gross. The first real test of the United Nations Military  Staff 
Committee was in the Korean war, was it  not? Tha t is, there it was 
provided the first test of what it could or could not do, is tha t not cor
rect? It  was not worth the paper the provision required to pr int it in 
the charte r of the United Nations. We could not clear through the 
MSC our battle plans in Korea with the Communists involved sup
plying the other side.

Admiral Lee. The Korean operation was unique in tha t it was set 
up in the absence of the Soviet Union from the Security Council.

Mr. Gross. Go ahead.
Admiral Lee. The absence of the Soviet Union from the Security 

Council decisions was the critical factor in U.N. participation. The 
war was essentially run by our own country with informat ion to the 
U.N. and, as you say, tha t made it more operational ly feasible.

Mr. Gross. Presiden t Truman called it United Nations police ac
tion. All military operations are supposed to be cleared through it. 
are they not, under the charter ?

Admira l Lee. All U.N. and military ?
Mr. Gross. Yes, all U.N. m ilitary operations. There has always been 

in the top echelon of the United Nations M ilitary  Staff Committee a 
Soviet, or a Communist from some other nation every year since the 
United Nations was organized, is that  not correct?

Admiral Lee. I think it is correct, sir, tha t the U.N. peacekeeping 
is impractical even on the most modest scale without  the concurrence 
of the Soviet Union.

Mr. Gross. Why pay for it ?
Admiral Lee. As Ambassador Yost said, sir, the alternatives  are 

not appealing either.
Mr. Fraser. As I understand it, officers assigned to the MSC are 

now the officers who also have other responsibilties at the  U.N.
Admiral Lee. Exactly, sir. The MSC has only its constitutional posi

tion in the charter.
There is a need for military  professionalism at the U.N. head

quarters. The MSC is the  constitutional location to put it. If  it is to 
function, the MSC would have to be manned and staffed. If  this  were 
done, I believe the MSC could usefully perform the function of 
advising the Security Council. The MSC should also be assigned to 
support the Secretary General and do his m ilitary  planning for him.
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Since al l pe acekeeping  ope rat ion s ar e unequivoca lly po liti ca l, the  MS C 
should  n ot be the  executive  or even dir ec tly  in the chain  o f comm and. 
The MSC should  supply the Council  and the Se cre tar y Gener al wi th 
mili ta ry  advice an d staff work.  The Secre tar y Gener al is clearly the 
man to run the opera tion, no t the  M SC.

POTENTIAL  EXISTS FOR MSC

Mr.  F raser. But  the  idea  is th at if  pro gre ss in  detente is rea l an d 
extend s to coo peratio n in th is field, then  the  pos sib ilit y exis ts of 
rev iving the  MSC as an o pe ratin g in sti tu tio n w ith in  the U .X.

Ad mira l L ee . I  th in k the  MSC wou ld be qui te use ful  i f it were made 
clear, and I  thi nk  th is  could be agreed,  th at  i t wou ld not be the  execu
tive ch ain  of command over forces in th e field.

Mr.  F raser. And  do some of  the  pl an ning  by training .
Ad mi ral  Lee. O f which there  is an immense amoun t to do, sir.  You  

will  hav e General Rikhye tom orrow who is very experie nce d in the  
problem s of the  U.N . mili tary  man. I f  you wish , he can give you much 
backgro und on the  pro blems of lack of pr ep arat ion and lack o f logi stic  
supp or t, comm unications, almost any thi ng .

Mr. Y ost. I th in k the o rig ina l inten t of  the  au tho rs o f the c ha rte r was 
th at  art icl e 43 wou ld be imp lemente d. Th ere  wou ld be special agree 
men ts amo ng mem bers  pla cin g at  the  disp osa l of the  U.X . forces and 
facilit ies . The M ili tary  Sta ff Com mit tee wou ld advise the Security  
Council on the  org aniza tio n and employment  o f these  forces.

Wh en because  of  th e cold wa r a rti cle  43 was neve r ca rri ed  out, there 
were  not an y agreem ents of  th is  kin d, t he  MS C was rea lly  lef t h an gin g 
in the  a ir  w ith ou t a ny  real functio n. I  think , if  i t should  a s a result  of 
det ente or wh ate ver  hav e any  f unction  u nd er  the new sit ua tio n now, it 
would be more in  the  line of p lan ning  an d advice to t he  Secret ary  G en
eral  as to prep arat ions  fo r possible U.X. peac ekeepin g, along the  
lines I  spoke o f in m y s tate ment.

The Secre tary Gener al has fro m tim e to time du ring  the Congo 
opera tion, fo r exam ple,  ha d a lit tle  p riv ate staff of his  own, a m ili ta ry  
staf f, because he could not  uti lize the  MSC in view of  the  differences 
of opinion amo ng the majo r powers. But  the Soviets objected to th is  
sma ll staff and  i t was g radu al ly  w hi ttled  do wn so th at  i t is now alm ost  
non existent. He  eit he r sho uld  have a lit tle  staf f of th at  kind  which 
could  give him the  necessary mili ta ry  advice th at  he needs or the  
M ili ta ry  Sta ff Com mitt ee should  be used  wi tho ut veto to give  him  
adv ice at t his  time.

Ad mira l L ee. Ma y I  make  one more poin t ?
Am bas sad or Yost is, of course, quite correc t th at  the  pr ep ar ator y 

plan ning  and  su pp or tin g role  is a task  fo r the  MSC, bu t also such  a 
rei nv igo rat ed  M SC and its  s taff  would be ext rem ely  use ful  du ring  an 
opera tion, and espe cial ly at  t he  star t, when  decis ions are  made unde r 
pressu re on w hat  i s needed,  where it sho uld  go, w hat t he arr angeme nts  
fo r it  should be and so fo rth . I f  the  Se cre tar y Gen eral  ha d a gro up 
of mili ta ry  s taff men who would w ork in New York,  o r be sent  at once 
to the  t rou ble  spo t to rep ort con ditions , or used to man key pos itions 
on the  staff  of a new U.X. com mander, men  who were  rea d into his 
th inking  and the  views a nd feel ings o f t he Se cu rity Council , such  men 
would be very useful tools  when  one of these opera tions  was being 
sta rte d.
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I am sorry  t o say, Mr.  G ross , t hi s ma nn ing  wou ld cause some ad di 
tio na l expense. When you  st ar t bu ild ing up mili ta ry  staff s and re 
sources, it  will cost some money.

SOVIET ROLE IN  SECRETARIAT

Mr.  F raser. W e are  quite  accustomed to  spendin g a lot  of  money 
on th e m ili tar y.

Ju st  one last questio n t hat  is r ela ted  to th is so we can get thi s iden ti
fied cle arly .

One  of  the  ques tions about the  MSC has been th at  a Sov iet officer 
was assigned to the key role,  and th at  t hi s is a mat te r which has  con
tin ue d to  cause con cern  about the  opera tion.

Mr.  Yost. I  don’t th in k th e Sovie t mem ber of  th e MSC ha s any  
more role  th an  a ny  o ther member. Th is rea lly  h as no t m atte red . W ha t 
has  aroused the  app reh ens ion  of a lo t of people is th at  the  Un de r 
Secre tar y in charg e of  p oli tical and sec uri ty aff air s in the  Se cre tar iat  
has by inform al agreem ent  reached  at  th e out set  a lways been a Soviet 
citiz en. I t  h as been, as I  say, a source of app reh ension th at  he would 
be able to block  peac ekeepin g actions, pea ceful set tlement or whatn ot 
by the U.N ., of which the Sov iet Un ion  m igh t disa pprove .

Fo rtu na te ly  that  has p rov ed no t to  be  the case because whenever the  
Se curity Council or  the Gener al Asse mbly has chosen to tak e some 
acti on along these lines,  w hethe r or no t the Sov iet Un ion  agreed  with 
it,  means have been fou nd by  th e Secre tar y General and  th e intere sted 
powers of  ca rrying  out th at  act ion  reg ard less of wh at may  be the  
views of th is ind ivi dual.  So in my opinion those app reh ens ions have 
pro ved un wa rra nte d.

W he ther  o r no t he may hav e wante d to in terfe re  he has  n eve r been 
able to do so. P eac ekeeping o perat ion s have no rm ally been ca rried  out, 
as f ar  as th e S ecret ary  Genera l is concerned, pr im ar ily  w ith  th e advice 
an d assistan ce of Am eric ans  and th is is wh at ha s caused the  Soviet 
Un ion  a grea t dea l of ag grav ati on  a nd  annoyance.  I t  ha s been people 
like An dy  C ordie r a nd  R alph  B unc he who hav e p lay ed the major  role 
up  unt il now.

Air. F raser. D o you w an t to  try  to c la rif y tha t?

U .N . IS NOT EFFECTIVE

Mr. Gross. Yes. We are  no t ta lk in g abo ut pea cekeep ing o peratio ns 
exclusively. We ha d a war in Ko rea  where 35.000 Am eric ans  were 
kil led , ano the r 200,000 were wounded, and  we financed at  least 95 pe r
cen t o f it. W ha t I  am say ing  is th at the  U.N . M ili ta ry  Com mitt ee has  
no t amoun ted  t o the  cost of the  pa pe r on which  th at  pro vis ion  in the  
U.N . C ha rter  was  set up.  N othing  has been clea red th roug h it and you 
know  it. You know th at  we di dn ’t da re  go th roug h the  U ni ted  N atio ns 
with  any  m ili ta ry  inf orma tio n du ring  the Ko rea n war ?

Air. Yost. The AISC was a lre ady on the  shelf  before  the  Ko rea n w ar 
broke out.

Air. Gross. I t  should have been used if  it  amo unted to anyth ing . We 
ought to get  t he  Un ite d Na tion s out of the cou ntry. Th e hell wi th it, 
bu t nobody else want s it .

Air. Yost. The AISC is intend ed to  adv ise  and ass ist the  Security  
Council , and if  the  Security Council does no t wa nt  i ts advice and as-
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sist ance it  does no t h ave  to t ake i t. Th e M SC is i n no pos itio n to block  
th at  ac tion , i t i s m erely ava ilable  i f t he  Council wants  it.

Mr. Gross. I t has  been a Sov iet or  a  m emb er of one of  th e satell ites 
of Russia in one of the top  spots, if  no t the  top  spo t, ever  since the 
Un ite d N ations  was  organized . Go look  up  the record .

Mr. Yost. Oh, absolut ely,  bu t they  have no t been able to  preven t 
act ion  by the U.N . which  the membership  has wante d to take.

Mr.  Gross. No r hav e they  mad e any contr ibu tio n fro m th e stan d
po in t o f t he ir  m ili tar y.

Mr.  Yost. Maybe not.
Mr. F raser. I t hink  we have t hat  nai led  down.
Mr. Bingham .

CONGO OPERATION

Mr. B ingham. Th an k you, M r. Ch air ma n.
I  find all of thes e sta tem ent s most int ere sting . I  am pa rti cu la rly  

intere ste d in the ques tion  of the re lat ive responsibil itie s of  the  Secre
ta ry  Gen era l an d th e Securi ty Council . I  th ink i t m igh t be wo rth  spend
ing a mom ent or two  to recall wh at happened i n the Congo opera tion 
because in my view th is  was pro bably  th e ou tst an ding  case of  a suc
cessful Un ite d Na tions pea cekeep ing o pe ra tion : it  r esu lted eve ntually  
in  a pr et ty  stab le coun try  whi ch otherwise  wou ld have been to rn  to 
pieces and m ight  have led  to Fa st- W es t conf lict in  th at  area.

Tha t was a case, of course, where the Security  Cou nci l ha ving  laid 
down certa in basic r eso luti ons  to st art  w ith  w ith  t he  consen t o f all the  
gr ea t powers, the Secre tar y General kin d of  to ok ove r and fro m the n 
on it  was pr et ty  much the Secre tar y Ge neral ’s o perat ion  and a lot  of 
wh at he did  he di d over  the bi tte r opp osi tion of  the Soviet Union. 
I  wish  M r. Gross wou ld recall some of  this  h ist ory because  it is in te r
est ing  history .

Mr. Gross. I  know t hat  i n the  Congo the y now sin g “the Thi rd  In 
ter na tio na le. ”

Go ri gh t ahead.
Mr. B ingiiam . The  Sov iets  tr ied fo r severa l years—and A mb assado r 

Yos t was deep ly invo lved  in  th is—to block  w ha t w as b eing done the re.  
Nevertheless, wi th the  su pp or t of  I  guess mos t of the powers, the 
Secre tar y Gener al ca rried  on an op era tion t hat was eve ntu ally success
ful.

Now are  you gen tleman all sayin g th at  th at  kind  of peacekeep ing 
opera tio n unde r th e con trol  of the  Se cre tar y Gener al,  ca rri ed  on in 
spite  of  the opp osi tion of one of the  gr ea t powers, can’t be rep eat ed,  
th at  th at  is no t in the cards  any more?

Mr.  Yost. I  w ould be incli ned  to  think  tha t, if  we want U.N. peace
kee ping to be widely used, I  wou ld rul e out th at  sort of ope rat ion . 
I f  we wa nt it  to  be m ore wid ely  used we w ould  have to move more in 
the  dir ection th at  Secre tary Ki ss ing er ind ica ted  in his  Assembly 
speech of  m aking  some concessions to the Sov iet Un ion  on the  role of  
the  Se curity  Council  in superv ising  such o peratio ns.

I  have  alw ays  been convinced th at  it  i s possible to reach agreem ent  
alo ng  the line s th at  Am bas sad or Schau fele  discu ssed  in which there  
would be somewha t more supe rvision, somewha t m ore rep or tin g,  some
wh at  more o pp or tuni ty  f or  th e Council to  ta ke  actio n as the  o perat ion  
proceed ed if  it  were to do so wi thou t ha mstrin ging  the opera tion. I t
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should be possible to give the Council a closer watching brief without 
enabling the  Soviet Union to dictate to the Council. It  could present 
its views to the Council but only if it could persuade the Council to 
make some substantial change in the process which it has initiated  
would such a change be made.

SE CURI TY  COU NCIL 'S  ROLE

Mr. Bingiiam. Well, clearly tha t is so if it requires action by the 
Security Council to reverse something t ha t it did before bu t I don’t 
understand, for instance, Admiral Lee's suggestions to be limited to 
that.  If  th at is all tha t you are talking about, I  don’t see any change 
from the Congo situation. Any time the Soviet Union could have 
persuaded the Security Council to reverse the instructions tha t it 
had given the Secretary General it  would have done so and tha t would 
have been the end of it, but tha t I take it is not what you arc talking of. 
You are thinking of some requirement tha t the Securi ty Council give a 
sort of continuing approval  to what is being done and th at continuing 
approval would be subject to veto by one of the g reat powers, is tha t 
not so ?

Ambassador Yost. I think  there are all sorts of possible variations. 
An effective compromise might be t hat , as in the present case, the 
Council would approve the commander of the force and the countries 
participa ting in it. This was done quickly and without any serious 
damage to the operation that  I can see.

Moreover, the Council could approve the maintenance of the force 
for a specific term. It  would then require positive action by the Council 
to alt er the mandate dur ing th at specific term. At the end of that  term 
obviously there would be a chance to block its extension if the Soviet 
Union wished to, but short of that it would not be able to alter the 
mandate without further  positive action by the Council which would 
require the support of the statutory major ity of members. So I  con
tinue to believe, as I have for many years, th at a compromise on this 
issue is entirely possible and is in our interest, I hope it  will be facili
tated  by working together on this current issue.

Mr. Sciiaufele. If  I could address myself to that,  Congressman 
Bingham.

Mr. Bingiiam. Please.
Air. Sciiauffle. I concur in Ambassador Yost’s analysis. I think 

an operation like that  one is very improbable. The Secretary General at 
that  time took great authori ty, moved rapidly and forcefully, much 
to the distress of the Soviet Union as you pointed out, and he paid a 
price for tha t—a price which the succeeding Secretary General was 
well aware of. We should not in citing the Soviet Union objection 
forget the other members of the Security Council. There is increasing 
restiveness among the small powers on the Security Council to be kept 
informed and partic ipate  in the decisionmaking. It  is not just the 
Soviet Union.

Mr. Wilson. Would you yield, Mr. Bingham ?
Mr. Bingiiam. Yes.
Mr. Wilson. When you talk about the smaller powers do you mean 

Brit ain  and France ?
Mr. Sciiaueele. No.
Mr. Frelinghuysen. China.
Mr. Scitaufele. China does not participate  in peacekeeping.
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Mr. Wilson. I  was being facetious, of course, but  doesn’t tha t deal 
with Britain and France ?

Mr. Sciiaufele. To a certain extent ; yes, sir.
Mr. Wilson. That is all.

SEC URITY  CO UN CIL  OR SECKETARIAT

Mr. B ingham. I t seems to me that to the degree tha t the Council 
has to be involved in continuing the operation of something like the 
Middle East peacekeeping force, to tha t degree it is going to be 
affected by the political composition of the Council. I n this case with

• whatever it is, eight nations tha t don 't recognize Israel, it seems to me 
just about impossible to get an evenhanded action out of the Security 
Council, whereas once you can get the operations over into  the secre
tar iat  and under the  control basically of the Secretary General, draw-

* ing upon maybe outside advisers or his own staff or whatever, then 
you can have a genuinely internationa l operation not afflicted with the 
impact of national polit ical pressures, and to that ex tent you may have 
an effective international operation.

Mr. Sciiaufele. In reply to that. Mr. Congressman, the first pa rt of 
your statement is in effect an argument for the veto.

Mr. Bingham. Yes.
Mr. Sciiaufele. We are very well aware of the usefulness of the 

veto.
I just think  in terms of political reality tha t no Secretary General 

is going to get th at power under present circumstances, and I am not 
sure tha t any Secretary General under present circumstances would 
seek it because there are a great many pitfa lls in it.

Mr. Bingham. I understand. I am merely pointing th at out. I agree 
with you about the veto. Incidentally, I find myself in disagreement 
with my old friend  Ambassador Yost on the use of the veto. What was 
your wording, Charlie, “The permanent membership should reserve 
thei r use of the veto to cases in which they are directly involved.” In  
the practical world I don't see how we can do that.

Mr. Yost. Well, I would urge tha t we move in tha t direction. I real
ize that there may be exceptions to it. We, of course, have been the 
first to pro test over the years what seemed to us use of the veto by the 
Soviet Union in dozens and dozens of cases where it was not directly

♦ involved bu t was merely tryin g to, in our view, earn brownie points 
with various other countries around the world.

Mr. Bingham. I know we were for  a long time in tha t position and 
I think  we maintained tha t position too long. I think  today, for

* example, in the Middle Eas t unless we were known to be prepared 
to use the veto we would be getting some pret ty impossible resolutions 
out of the Security Council.

Mr. Yost. Well, I  would not advocate that we, at  this  time, adopt a 
total self-denying ordinance.

Mr. Bingham. Thank you very much.
Mr. Fraser. Mr. Hamilton.
Mr. Hamilton. No questions.
Mr. Fraser. Mr. Wilson.
Mr. Wn .son. No questions.
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LANGUAGE PROBLEM

Mr. F raser. Could I  ask just one or two practical questions? How 
does the language problem work out? For  example, concerning the 
initia l forces sent f rom Cyprus to the Middle East , how do they con
verse with the people over there ?

Mr. Schaufele. English is the language of the force as it is in nearly 
all peacekeeping operations. English is the language of the force.

Mr. F raser. Hoav about when they are  operating a checkpoint ?
Mr. Schaufele. There are English-speaking officers there. Also, they 

operate in English •with the Is raelis and'the Egyptians.
Mr. F raser. And the Israelis and Egyp tians  are both assigned of

ficers to work with the checkpoint ?
Mr. Schaufele. In some cases this has been done. In some cases 

you will have a U.N. checkpoint with an Israel i group 200 or 300 
yards away because the checkpoints are now established from Suez to 
Cairo and the  U.N. has those checkpoints. So the re are always liaison 
officers there.

CO MM UNICA TIO NS W IT H  NE W YORK

Mr. F raser. Wha t about communications back to New York? Are 
there effective direct  communication links not dependent on national 
means?

Mr. Schaufele. As you know, the commander of the force was for 
merly the chief of staff of the Truce Supervisory Organization. He 
has limited communications of his own. Canadian Signals Company 
has now arrived  in Cairo and will be providing the communications 
for the force. They may already be in operation but  I  don’t think  they 
have been using national means.

Mr. Fraser. Are these direct radio communications ?
Mr. Schaufele. Yes.
Mr. Fraser. Direct from the Middle East  to New York?
Mr. Schaufele. Yes ; and they also have their own codes anyway.
Admiral Lee. They have a network from the U.N. with a center in 

Geneva and in the Far  East  tha t can tie in. I am not familiar with it in 
detail.

Mr. F raser. Are they relay s tations; tha t is, the Geneva equipment 
can pick up the  s ignal and retransmit it to New York?

Admiral  Lee. I believe Jerusalem works to New York, perhaps 
through Geneva.

Mr. Schaufele. I would say I  suspect that the ar riva l of the Cana
dian company significantly upgrades the communications.

Mr. Fraser. Is the U.N. itself not  able to put into the field the neces
sary communications capability? Does it have to rely on component 
forces ?

Mr. Schaufele. It  either relies on component forces or buys equip
ment. That has been done in the past.

Mr. F raser. There has been some interest in having some satellite 
channels assigned to the U.N. Nothing has happened on tha t, I  gather.

Mr. Schaufele. No, sir.
Mr. Fraser. Would tha t significantly augment the capability of 

the U.N. ?
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Mr.  Sciiaufel e. I  th in k it  c ert ain ly  would. Also  t o my k now ledge 
there  is no grea t resi stance  to the idea  bu t it  has fal len  pre y to the  
budget m echa nism  as a lower  pr iorit y.

Mr. F raser. You mea n in the sense the U.X . wou ld hav e to pur
chase the  e quipment  ?

Mr.  S chaufele . Yes ; and  insta ll i t an d m aintain it.
Adm ira l Lee. The  U.X. does no t get  a budget fo r pu rch as ing mili 

ta ry  equ ipm ent  in advance of th e au thor izat ion fo r a specific  op era
tion . They have  tw o or  th ree  small pools  o f very lim ited equip me nt:  a  
few jeep s, a few old rad io sets, and so f or th . One  o f t he  th ings  t hat  i s 
clearly needed is  no t merely a sa tel lite  link, b ut  some inves tment  in and

* sto ckpil ing  of  field equ ipm ent.  Th ere  is a sma ll warehouse fu ll of 
equ ipm ent  le ft  over fro m previous opera tions ne ar  Piza , bu t it  is pa
theti c by sta nd ards  of any  co un try ’s m ili ta ry  supp ly resources.

Mr. F raser. Mr. H am ilto n.

SOVIET RESP ONSE TO U. S.  PROPOSAL

Mr. H amilton. Mr.  A mbassado r, I  w as intere ste d in your  comment 
a few minutes ago th a t there  h ad  been no counter signal fro m the So
viets wi th rega rd  to the Se creta ry’s pro posal of the Se cu rity Council 
play ing a more centr al role  in peaceke eping. I  tak e it  by th at  you 
mean the y hav e expressed no inter es t at  all m that  s uggestion.

Mr. Sciiaufele. Th ey find it int ere sti ng  bu t th ey  have no t ind ica ted  
any direction in which th ei r th inki ng  migh t go yet. Th is should  no t 
be overes timated, Mr. C hairm an.

Mr. H amilton. Is it too br ie f a time  ?
Mr. Sciiaufele. Well, no. I t  may be th e context.  T hey m ade  a sta te

ment before  the  Spe cia l Po lit ica l Com mit tee the oth er day on peace
kee ping which ma int ain ed  th ei r or igi na l posit ion ; however , the y do 
expect to  go back i nto  th e w orkin g g roup  i n Ja nuar y and  I  t hi nk  that  
they  ma y v ery  wel l find th is a b et te r forum than  a  p ublic  forum.

Mr. ECamilton. So you are  no t d iscourag ed by lack o f co untersignal  
a t t hi s po int ?

Mr. Sciiaufel e. Xo.
Mr. H amilton. I s o ur course of  act ion  the n to tr y  to bu ild  up  sup

po rt  fo r his suggestion  amo ng othe r na tio ns  in the Uni ted Xations?
Mr. Sciiaufel e. Yes, sir. We hav e consulted wi th some of th e na-

* tions most dir ec tly  concerned wi th and int ere ste d in  pea cem aking 
and we w ill be conti nu ing  our  c onsul tati ons pe rhap s in more concrete 
terms  than  we have so far .

Mr. H amilton. T ha nk  you.
* Mr.  F raser. Mr. W ilson.

Mr. W ilson . Xo, sir.
Mr.  F raser. Gentlem en, we hav e finished roug hly  on time . I  wa nt  

to express  on beha lf of  b oth  Ch air man  Ham ilton  and my sel f our ap 
pre cia tio n fo r your  app ear anc e tod ay, and we are  gr atef ul  no t only 
fo r t hat  b ut  f or  th e service you  a re rend er ing to our cou ntry.

Th an k you very  much.
[W her eup on, at 12 noon  th e subcomm ittee s adjou rned .]
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H ouse of  R ep re se nt at iv es ,
Com mit te e on  F oreig n A ff air s,

S ub co mm itte es  on  I nt er na ti on al  O rg an iza tio ns  and 
„ M ov em en ts  an d on  t h e  N ear  E ast  and S ou th  A sia ,

Washington, D.G.
The subcommittees met at 10:20 a.m., in room 2200, Rayburn House 

Oflice Building, Hon. Lee II . Hamilton (chairman of the Near Eas t 
and South Asia Subcommittee) presiding.

Mr. H am il to n . Today the Subcommittee on In terna tiona l Organi
zations and Movements and the Subcommittee on the Near Eas t 
and South Asia are holding thei r second and final joint session on 
United Nations peacekeeping in the Middle East.

In  yesterday’s session we had a very productive discussion of our 
two main points of concern: the current situation in the Middle East 
regard ing the establishment of the new U.N. Emergency Force; and 
the institu tional problems in working out effective guidelines for 
future U.N. peacekeeping guidelines in view of the longstanding 
U.S.-Soviet deadlock.

This morning we will continue tha t discussion with four more 
distinguished witnesses.

I am pleased to announce tha t Congressman John Buchanan of 
Alabama, our colleague on the Committee on Foreign Affairs, had 
agreed to testify  this morning. Congressman Buchanan is serving 
with dist inction as a U.S. delegate to the  U.N. General Assembly this  
year and has played a central role in making the arrangements for 
the new U.N. Emergency Force in the Middle East.

• We have asked Mr. Martin. F. Herz, Deputy Assistant  Secretary of 
State for International Organiza tion Affairs, to focus his testimony 
today on the problems involved in setting up guidelines for future 
U.N. peacekeeping operations.

• Maj. Gen. Indar Ji t Rikhye of Ind ia, one of the world’s few genuine 
“internationa l soldiers,” is uniquely qualified to speak on peacekeeping 
in view of his experience as the U.N. military adviser for the Congo 
operation and a commander of the former Emergency Force in the 
Middle East.

Prof . Lincoln Bloomfield of the Massachusetts I nst itute of Tech
nology is one of the Nation’s most prominent academic experts on the 
United Nations in general and peacekeeping in particular.

Without objection, we will place in the appendix of the record of 
the hearings an address by Adm. John  M. Lee entitled “Article 47— 
Milita ry Staff Committee—Its Problems and Functions.” (See 
appendix, p. 92.)

(39)27-6 16— 74 4



40

The Ch air requ ests  th at  members of the subcomm ittee s wi thh old  
thei r ques tions  un til  all  four  witnesses have del ive red  thei r ope ning 
rem ark s, so th at  they  may  be questioned as a panel.

Gentlem en, we ar e very pleased to  have you  wi th  us th is mo rni ng  
an d I presum e each of  you hav e sta tem ents.

We wil l beg in wi th you,  Mr. Herz,  if  you wil l, and proce ed in 
line  acros s th e tab le one af te r the other.

STATEMENT OF MARTIN F. HERZ, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRE
TARY FOR INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATION AFFAIRS, DEPART
MENT OF STATE

Mr.  H erz. Th an k you, since I  am no t the leadoff witness fo r the 
De pa rtm en t of  State , Am bassador Sch auf ele  havin g ably  presented 
our views  yeste rda y, I  have no prep ared  sta tem ent . But  I  thou gh t 
it  migh t be use ful  if  I  supplemented some of the observa tions th at  
were  made yeste rda y, tryi ng  to br ing ou t some po int s th at  were not  
made an d he lpi ng  to  focus  th e discussion  on the more gen era l aspects 
of peac ekeepin g abo ut which  you wish  me to tes tify.

DEVIATION FROM U. N.  CHARTER

The firs t po in t is th at  when we ta lk  abo ut peaceke eping, and pe r
haps th is was no t cla rified sufficiently yeste rda y, we are  no t rea lly  
ta lk ing of  the kind  of opera tions th at  wer e env isag ed when  the 
ch ar te r of  the  Un ite d N ations was  draf ted.

Th e ch ar ter looks towa rd  enforceme nt acti ons  and when we use 
the  wor d “pe acek eep ing” we have  i n mind consent opera tion s, or as a 
colle ague  o f m ine call s it, “no -fa ul t peacekeep ing”, the  k ind  of  o pe ra
tio n which tak es place when parti es  are  wi lling  to have the  Un ite d 
Nations interp ose  its el f ra th er  th an  an  opera tion th at  wou ld impose 
the wil l of the Un ite d Na tions on a pa rt icul ar  situa tion.

Second, the re was lit tle  mentio n yeste rday  of  the role  of China  
in the con tex t of the  d iscussion  o f t he  M idd le Eas t and in the con tex t 
of  the  peacekeep ing opera tio n and pea cekeep ing in gen eral .

Dur in g the Security Council mee ting s on th e Middle Ea st,  the  
Chinese did  not pl ay  a  very acti ve role  b ut  t hey said enough  to show 
a ce rta in  amount of  di st ru st  and dis tas te, no t only fo r the  Un ite d 
Nations peacekeep ing operati on  in the Mid dle  Eas t bu t fo r peace 
keeping  in gen eral .

Th is suggests th at we be very caref ul in the way we move, and  
cer tainly  it sugges ts th at the pro blem of  ne go tia tin g peac ekee ping  
guidel ines  is no t one of  ju st  find ing  a meeting ground  between the  
Un ited State s and the Sov iet Union.

VARYING VIEWS ON PEACEKEEPING

Of  course , in addi tio n to China , there are  othe r countr ies  invo lved  
who hav e str on g views  on peac ekee ping . The se include  the  middle 
powers whose coo peratio n is esse ntia l if  fu tu re  pea cekeep ing op era
tions are  to be poss ible an d successful.

I t  also suggests th at  an at tempt  to  be very specific in ne go tia tin g 
guide line s may create  more difficult ies th an  we wou ld have if  only  
general  guidel ines were  discussed,  le av ing  specifics to  be  decided on a 
case-by-case basis.
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In other words, it is reasonable to suppose that the People’s Republic 
of China would be more likely to go along, to acquiesce in a particula r 
peacekeeping operation in the future than to commit itself to peace
keeping in general and to procedures that  have to be observed in  all 
specific cases.

Thei r performance in the case of the renewal of the mandate of the 
peacekeeping operation in Cyprus suggests tha t this approach tha t 
I have outlined, this rather more cautious approach, may have m erit 
from the point of view of the diplomatic negotiations tha t will be 
resuming early next year.

U N IQ U E MIDDLE EAST SITU AT IO N

My thir d po int is that, when we talked about the terms of reference 
of the United Nations Emergency Force in the Middle East (U NEF ), 
a number of points were in the document that  was approved which 
perhaps deserve to be highlighted.

The document that  was approved was called “A Report of the Secre
tary  General” but in effect th is report of October 27 const ituted the 
terms of reference, or  if you will, the guidelines for this par ticu lar 
operation. In addition to what has been mentioned, they called (a) for 
an integrated and efficient military  uni t and (b) for complete imparti
ality on the par t of the operation.

These two points, it seems to me, were not perhaps brough t out 
sufficiently yesterday, and they involve a principle which certain ly is 
relevant to the future negotiations. This is a consideration tha t should 
be borne in mind in connection with the stipulation tha t the contin
gents should be selected in consultation with the Security Council and 
with the  parties concerned and with equitable geographic representa
tion.

Final ly, the terms of reference as approved for the Middle Eas t 
peacekeeping operation said, “All matters which may affect the nature 
or the continued effective functioning  of the force will be referred to 
the Council for its decision.”

This could be fairly  interpreted  to mean that if one of the members 
of the Security Council objects to a part icular facet of the operation 
afte r it has been launched, that member would have to ask for a Secur
ity Council meeting to be called and would then have to ask for a 
decision to overturn or to stop the parti cular operation of which he 
disapproved.

ROLE OF MSC

My fourth observation in connection with yesterday’s hearings  
relates to the role of the Milita ry Staff Committee. The United Nations 
Charter and the wri ters of the charte r did not specifically contemplate 
tha t the Milita ry Staff Committee would be used for peacekeeping 
operations of the kind we are discussing here.

We have an open mind on the role of such a committee. Persuasive 
arguments have been made why the committee should be activated 
and why i t can p lay a constructive role in connection with peacekeep
ing operations.

On the other side, one could say tha t when UN EF was set up  just  
now, there seemed to be no compelling need to act ivate a committee of



42

this k ind and the operation has gotten underway without the  need for 
such a body.

This is not to say tha t a military staff committee could not play 
a useful role under certain circumstances. I t does suggest, however, it 
may not be useful in all future  peacekeeping operations.

A minor point with respect to the staff committee. Article 47, para 
graph 3 of the charter does say tha t the Milita ry Staff Committee 
“shall be responsible for the strategic direction of any armed forces 
placed at the disposal of the Security Council.'’

This would suggest that if the committee were activated and if the 
implication were made tha t this char ter article applies to all peace
keeping operations, we would have an immediate problem of deciding 
whether the staff committee should have operational responsibilities.

I would suggest this would be a rather difficult problem to solve.
Mr. Chairman, these are remarks suggested by yesterday’s te sti

mony which I hope will help in focusing the discussion. I  will reserve 
some fur ther  remarks perhaps in connection with the questioning as 
we proceed.

Mr. Hamilton. Thank  von, we appreciate your remarks.
We will inte rrup t and let our colleague, Mr. Buchanan, go ahead 

with his remarks.

STATEM ENT OF HON. JOH N H. BUCHANAN, JR ., A REPRESEN TA 
TI VE IN  CONGRESS FROM TH E STATE OF ALABAMA AND MEM
BER, U.S. DELE GATION TO TH E 28T H GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF
TH E UN ITE D NATIONS

Mr. Buchanan. I hesitate to break in because we do have distin
guished witnesses, and 1 will listen with you and profit from their 
remarks.

Yesterday the committee heard from one of our very distinguished 
Ambassadors at the United Nations, Bi ll Schaufele. I  trus t you were 
as impressed with his testimony as I have been with the caliber of his 
work at the U.N.

Indeed, we are led there by a distinguished team at the ambassa
dorial level, and I think he shows the caliber of leadership we have 
in that  important place.

I appreciate  this opportunity  to throw the ligh t on one aspect of 
our effort in connection with the present Middle East  crisis there in 
New York.

UNEF FUND ING

It  was my pr ivilege to handle for our delegation the UN EF fund 
ing issue in the Committee on Administ ration and Budget on which I sit.

As I observed this developing crisis, it came as a very reassuring 
thing  to me, Mr. Chairman, tha t the United Nations demonstrated 
a capability to perform and handle in a peacekeeping capacity with 
an effectiveness which I quite frankly was not certain it possessed a t 
this point in history.

Many of us were skeptical of the ability of tha t organization to 
handle a crisis of the kind tha t evolved in the Middle East.

May I underline this is a particularly difficult area, not only be
cause the  problems are quite complex, as you are well aware, but also
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because even as there are  those of  o ur  cri tics who wou ld say th at  the  
U.S . Congres s is  afflicted with a bias towa rd  I srae l and  w ould c riticize 
us for ha vin g an insufficient balanc e in  ou r polic ies in th is  are a, one 
migh t sa y th at  a  bia s exist s on the  o the r s ide in the Un ite d Nat ions.

There  are  a numb er of Ar ab  nations  th er e;  the y obvious ly feel 
str ongly  abo ut these ma tters.  Th e Com munis t bloc no rm all y echoes 
wha t the y have to  say.  and  there are  othe r na tio ns  who  are  alin ed 
wi th the m po lit ica lly  there  who ten d to  also voice a sim ila r po in t of 
view.

So one who is a cr itic of  the U.N . migh t say the  kind  of  bias  
again st Is rael  is there th at  cri tics of our poli cy migh t say  is here  
fo r I sra el in the Congress.

U.N . WAS EFF ECTIV E

Un de r these circums tances, it  is no t easy fo r the  Un ite d Na tions to 
effec tively  and  f ai rly  ha ndle t hi s k ind  of  crisi s.

Bu t in th is inst ance, it  did  so. I  was perso nally  imp ress ed as an 
observe r wi th the ab ili ty  o f th e Un ite d State s a nd  th e Sov iet Un ion  to 
get  t ogeth er on jo in t reso lutio ns.

I was even more  im pressed  w ith  the role of n onalined  na tio ns  in f irst 
coming up wi th a pro posal , a gro up  of  them, fo r a Un ite d Na tions 
Em erg enc y Force , and then  the role  the y pla yed in the im po rta nt  
fund ing question and  a rrangem ents.

I would po int up,  f irs t o f all,  if  th ere  were no Un ite d Na tions o rga
nization , if  there  were  no t such  a mechanism, it  would sim ply  not 
have been poss ible to  achieve the cease-fire  an d have the step s tak en  
tow ard  peace in  th is c risi s th at  have been the case.

I th ink the  org aniza tio n ha d su rp ris ing effectiveness  in  ach iev ing  
this .

In  the  mat te r of fu nd ing itself , I  wou ld po in t up  the fact  th at  we 
ar riv ed  at  a broad -based  compro mise  of  a compromise.

There  were othe r pro posals where we wou ld hav e ha d to  pa y a 
much  high er  amo unt . We arriv ed  at  a form ula  in which all mem bers  
of the  Security Council , perm anent mem bers , pa id  15 perce nt above 
th ei r ra te  fo r regu lar bud get . How eve r, all othe r mem ber na tions  are 
asked to p ay some sha re of th is cost.

Th is arr angeme nt  means fo r us some 28.9 per cen t, which  is less 
th an  th is ye ar ’s assessment fo r regu lar budget,  bu t sli gh tly  above t he 
1974 assessment when we b egin  to  pa y o nly  25 percen t.

ARRIVING AT A BROAD-BASED DECISION

Th e th in g th at  imp ress ed me and mad e me wa nt to testi fy  here  was 
the  way we ar riv ed  a t th is broad-based decision.

We had the  l ead ership  of a chair ma n from Ta nz an ia  wh o effectively 
led to wa rd the  ach ievem ent of this  compromise. He  prot ected  the  righ ts 
of the  Isr ae li spokesman when he sought to speak . He  directed  ou r 
efforts tow ard  the ful fill me nt of our  a ssigned f unction. Th e vice ch ai r
man  from  Ir an  also adde d his  su pp or t to t hi s compromise so th is  force 
could  be funded  and effec tively  work.  His  c ou nt rv ’s lea dersh ip in the  
gro up of  77 was cri tical in ob tai nin g su pp or t fo r the  pla n.

We h ad  restr aint  shown  on both sides  of  those del ega tions di rectl v 
invo lved, and we ha d pos itive sta tes ma nship  show n by certa in Ar ab
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countries, such  as Yemen, Eg yp t, an d Jo rd an , who were  wi llin g to 
sacrifice pro posals th at wou ld hav e brou gh t dir ec t benef it to them 
economically and th e pol itica l ad vanta ge  of point ing an  accusing  finger 
at  the  other side.

They were  wi lling  to go along wi th  t hi s comprom ise and even vote 
to pa rt ic ipate in  the fu nd ing in orde r th at it  migh t be achieved.

Now, Mr. Ch air ma n, th e problem s are deep  and the sit ua tio n is 
complex.

On th is very day , we have  th e new t ens ion  in  th e Middle E as t, b ut  I  
wante d to underl ine  th e fact  th at  105 na tions  were able to ge t togeth er 
on the cri tical question of fund ing th is  peacekeep ing ope rat ion , thi s 
peace  force, th at  we h ad  the  pa rti cipa tio n of  E as t and West, of  A rab  
and Isr ae li,  and  an active, lea din g role of  nonal ine d nations .

U .N . SERVED IMPO RT AN T PURPOSE

Had  it  no t been fo r the Un ite d Na tions organiz ation , th is th ing  
would no t have been possible.

Lit tle nat ions, developing cou ntr ies  could no t have played  a role  
towa rd ach iev ing  peace. The opposing sides could not have  had the 
for um  in  which the se t hing s could ha ve been hamme red  out.

I t  would have been more diff icult fo r us to  a rri ve  a t t he kind  of solu
tio n th at  is at leas t in pr ogress.

I wa nt t o sound, in w ha t is s til l a dangero us s itu ati on , a note  of hope. 
I  bel ieve th is year,  the  28th session, has  unde rlined the  importance  of 
the  Uni ted  Nations org aniza tion, i ts  capabi lity as a peacekeep ing  orga 
niza tio n and given new hope fo r peace no t only in the Mid dle  Eas t 
bu t i n th e w’orld  because i t has  effectively fun ctioned,  a nd  g rea t sta tes 
ma nship  has  been show n by many countrie s an d th ei r rep resent atives  in ach iev ing  thi s r esu lt.

Mr. H amilton. Congressman  B uch ana n. I  don 't th ink you were he re 
when th e subcom mittee h ad  wo rds o f p rai se fo r you and you r p erfo rm 
ance in the  Uni ted  Natio ns,  and  we cer tai nly a pp rec iat e w hat  you have done there.

You  have served with dis tinction , and we are  esp ecia lly appre cia tive 
of the role  you pla yed with  rega rd  to th is  Em erg enc y For ce in the 
Middle Ea st.  It  is most encoura gin g to hear  you r words of encouragement th is  m orn ing .

Mr.  Wilson.
Mr. W ilson. I  di dn ’t wa nt the  Con gressm an to  get  away witho ut 

ask ing  him  a ques tion  if  he was no t going  to be a par t of the  panel 
at the end of the proceeding.

Mr.  H amilton. I  th in k we will  proceed wi th the  other witnesses an d, 
if  you have a ques tion,  you can dir ect it  to  C ongressman Bucha nan .

Mr.  Buch ana n. I  wo uld like t o i nclude  in the  rec ord  th e vo te on th e 
fu nd ing o f the U ni ted  Natio ns Em erg enc y Force.

Mr. H amilton. Th at  wil l be included. 
fSce appendix,  p. 77.1
Mr. H amilton. Mr. B loomfield, you may  proceed.
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STATEMENT OF LINCOLN P. BLOOMFIELD, PEOFESSOE  OF PO LI TI 
CAL SCIENCE, MASSACHUSETTS IN ST ITUT E OF TECHNOLOGY

Mr. B loomfield. I  wi ll sum marize  my sta tem ent. I  wou ld like  to 
div ide  my rem ark s between short -te rm  pro spe cts  an d lon ger run 
prob lems.

The Middle Eas t cris is of 1973 showed once ag ain  how imm ense ly 
valuab le i t is when the  going  gets  tough—to bo rrow a  po pu lar ph ras e— 
to have  a po lit ica lly  neu tra l in tern at iona l force  th at  can  ge t going.

PEACEKEEPING IMPORTANT

U.N . peaceke eping, with  all  its  flaws, is th e only device so fa r in 
ven ted  th at  can  con structively  step in  whe n na tions  are  eng age d in 
fig hti ng  that  m ay draw  i n th e nucle ar powers. Th e av ail ab ili ty  o f the  
device  in fact  g ives  them a reason  to agree to stop fig ht ing  as wel l as 
prov idi ng  the res t of  the wor ld wi th a focus fo r efforts to res tore 
peace.

Bu t we ha ve sa id all th is  several  times be fore when U.N.  p eacekee p
ing  has kept  an in ter na tio na l explosion fro m worsening.  We  sa id it  
before  i n 1948 and  1967 in  e xac tly  th e same are a, as well as in 1960 in 
the  Congo an d 1963 in Cypru s, all  situa tio ns  in  w’hich  af te r tryin g 
fru itlessly  all  oth er methods such  as sup pressio n, un ila te ra l peace
keeping, an d all iance dip lom acy, na tions  re luctan tly  discovered th at  
only U.N . pea cekeep ing wou ld pacif y the sit ua tio n while kee ping in 
div idu al meddlers  and in terveners ou t.

I t  is  equa lly clear th at between such  crises the  U .N. has experienced  
a ste ady decl ine, an d its  peacekeep ing  po ten tia l, ins tea d of  gro wing  
as t he  logic of  th e age dic tat ed , has g one int o the deep  freeze.

The reasons fo r th e recent  do ldrum s a re pa in fu lly  fa mi lia r. To  over
sim pli fy,  the po liti ca l rig ht , dom est ica lly and inter na tio na lly , was 
ir ri ta te d by the U.N. ’s Cong o int erv entio n an d its dam age  to  com
mercia l intere sts , plu s the gro wing  dom inance  of  the  U.N. by th ird 
world  countrie s un symp ath eti c to  such concerns.

The unalined cou ntr ies  hav e no t backed  peaceke eping, some of  t he  
more radica l countr ies  suspec ting it  as neocolo nial ist and im pe ria lis t. 

SOVIET POSIT ION

The Sov iet Un ion  i n pri nc ipl e doctr inall y opposes an ything  smack
ing  of su pran at iona l powers and  ins ists on rig id  con trol throug h the  
veto.

In  pract ice  of  course Moscow has to lera ted an d even encourage d 
some pea cekeeping.

The Un ite d State s and  much  of W est ern  Eur op e preach  progress ive  
in ternat iona l com munity  b ui ldi ng  in  p rin cip le,  b ut  in  prac tice, except 
in mom ents  of  high  crisis and fa ilu re  of all  othe r exp edients, have 
been un wi lling  t o pay muc h of  a pr ice  fo r the  com mitment  o f whi ch 
ou r r he tor ic so elo que ntly  spoke .

Meanw hile  a ne ut ra l th ir d  pa rty forc e has again  been rushe d into 
plac e wi thin 24 hou rs, and ma y ag ain  hav e saved th e wo rld  fro m a 
per ilous confr ontat ion .

An y foreseeab le comprom ise peace a rra ng em en ts th at  develop from 
the  for thc om ing  G eneva conferen ce in  the  e arl y sp ring  on the Mid dle
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Eas t must dep end  h eav ily  on U.N. peaceke eping, pro bably  in gr ea ter 
num bers and wi th  incre ased au thor ity , in such  places as t he  S ina i, t he 
Golan  H eig hts , a nd th e S tr ai t o f Ti ran.

Ad di tio na lly , arr angeme nts  mu st be worked ou t fo r some for m of 
in ter na tio na l custody  of t he  H oly Places  in Jer usale m,  w here  p erh aps 
som eth ing  rese mbling  a U.N . Va tican  gu ard may have to be devised .

Isr ae l will  have to be persu ade d to aba ndon he r previous insis tence  
that. I  .X. forces be sta tio ned only  out side he r te rr ito ry . Th is in tu rn  
I ima gine w ill req uir e new U.S . g uar ant ees , u nd erwrit ing more firmly 
the  U .N.’s less r elia ble  a ssurance .

NE W SIT UA TIO N IN  MIDDLE EAST

Th e force  of  even ts may t hu s un lock  the door to a new s tage in  mul ti
la te ra l pea cekeep ing capabil itie s th at  no amount of abstract  disc us
sion  between  crises was able  to.

Ye t all pas t experien ce shows th at  when crises s ubsid e, the  nat ion s, 
led by the sup erpo wers, inv ari ab ly  reve rt to pu rel y un ila tera l be
ha vior ; U.S . peacekeep ing,  to bor row  a W atergr ate me tap hor, goes  off 
th ei r screen  u nt il the  next w ar.

W ha t the n can be said of the longer  ter m developmen t of peace 
kee ping? How can it be bu ilt  into  the  system so it does not have  to  be 
reinvented  each time, and above  all so t hat  it is a normal option fo r 
act ion  ?

Th e committ ee is famili ar  wi th the  un de rly ing issues th at  rem ain  
unresolved  even wi th  the new U X EF in place . You know  of  the  at 
tempts by U.X. Sec retaries Gen era l to secure adv ance commitm ents . 
You  hav e heard  pro posal s fro m scholars and oth ers , pa rt icul ar ly  the  
ou tst an ding  work by m y fri en d General  R ikh ye and  th e In te rn at iona l 
Peace Academy, fo r imp roved gro und rule s, tr ai ni ng  program s, fi
nan cing, and so fo rth .

You  are  equa lly aware  t ha t, as before, wh at  is  chiefly lac kin g is the  
exp ectatio n on the  p ar t of governm ents  and people t hat  when fighting  
bre aks out—more im po rta nt ly,  befo re it  bre aks  ou t—ne utr al th ird 
pa rty personnel  wou ld be au tom atical ly an d routi ne ly ava ilab le for  
dep loyment as observers , fact -fin der s, and , if  necessary , trucekeepers.

ACTING ON EARLY WA RNING S

I f  there were such  an exp ectatio n, it would  be na tura l to act when 
ea rly  warning  was received of po ten tia l war. and acti on could  be 
certa in when  fighting  b roke  out.  Ne ither of these is t rue tod ay ex cept 
un de r ra re  circumstances.

Un de r those circ ums tanc es resp ons ible  gov ernments  would give 
th ei r su pp or t rea liz ing th at , on occasion , th ei r toes would be steppe d 
upo n and th ei r fri ends  and clie nts  pre vente d from ha vin g th ei r own 
wav.

W e m ay be fa r from such a general  acceptance and exp ect ation of 
even noncoercive reg ula riz ed  and  codified in ter na tio na l peacekee ping . 
Th e U.X.  Com mitt ee of  33 rea lis tically con cen tra ted  on dev eloping a 
mode l of observat ion  and fac tfind ing  fo r the badly  needed conflict - 
pre vention  task .

Bu t it defer red  the  next  s tep  on a p eacekeepin g d esig n un til  the  So
viet Unio n a nd  the  Un ite d State s resolved th ei r u nd er ly ing dif ferences.
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Those differences tu rn ed  on  th e issue of empowe rment of  t he Sec re
ta ry  General in the nam e of efficiency—which  we w anted —versus  com 
plete ove rsig ht by the  S ecuri ty Council—wh ich  Moscow’ wan ted.

I  now’ wonder i f the  othe r members s hou ld have been c on ten t to  w ait  
fo r such  agree me nt;  the middle pow ers might  ra th er  have go tten 
tog eth er and  sketche d out a sensible an d at trac tiv e plan  to whi ch the 
wise could repa ir,  fo r whi ch we all  might  eve ntu ally hav e than ke d 
them .

I th in k there  is an ur ge nt  need fo r new idea s an d pressu res  on the 
par t of the  middle pow ers who, af te r all , hav e been  the resp ons ible  
peacekee pers  in the p os tw ar years.

SECURITY council’s ROLE

But  t hey di dn ’t do thi s, and the Uni ted Sta tes -So vie t deadloc k re
mai ned  even af te r intens ive  w ork ing-lev el neg otiation. Some of us on 
the out side became conv inced th at  whi le these do ctr inal diffe rences 
were real enough, in pra ctice the  Un ite d State s ha d accepted  the  v ir 
tu al ly  exclu sive ma ndate  of  the Security Council , whi le in pract ice  
the Sov iets  ha d no t opposed  any  and ha d fav ore d some of the  con
tempo rary  peacekeep ing efforts.

I  don’t know’ if  Am bas sad or Yost mentio ned  yeste rday th at  at  a 
meetin g las t A pr il in Moscow of Am erican  and  Soviet Un ite d Na tions 
Associa tion  pan els  on Col lect ive Se curity and Eu rope an  Security, he 
and I  both fe lt conf irmed in ou r convict ion th at  th e ma in reason fo r 
the  con tinued  deadloc k was the absence of top-lev el att en tio n to th is  
problem  in both Go vernme nts.

We  sought to urg e on bo th sides  th e up gr ad in g of  the pea cekeep ing 
issue  to  the sum mi t level, if  only to  shake bo th bureaucracies ou t of 
th ei r fro zen  pos ition s.

I t was very gr at ifyi ng  to  l earn  t hat  th e De pa rtm en t of State  began 
some new ac tiv ity  on th is mat te r th is  fa ll,  and the new look was re
flected in  Secre tary Ki ss ing er ’s encoura gin g reference  in his  Gen era l 
Assembly speech to com promising t he  p eacekeepin g issue.

NEW UNEF

Ev iden tly  the  October 6 fig hting  ove rtoo k the pol icy  process.
♦ When U N E F -I I was ha sti ly  set up , Se cre tar y Gener al W ald he im ’s 

grou nd  rule s fo r its  o pe rat ion  were esse ntia lly those of  1956: th at  is, 
no grea t powers, no coerc ion, no side taki ng —bu t also no pr ov i
sion to avo id repe tit ion  of  the 1967 fiasco when Egy pt ia n Pres iden t

* Nasser un ila tera lly  kicked out th e ea rli er  UN EF.
In  th is newest act  of cre ation  th e U.S . Government  inexplicabl y 

str ain ed  at  the  g na t of Ea ste rn  Eu rope an  represen tat ion  on the  force  
af te r swa llow ing  a whole serie s of  came ls involved in superpo we r 
dete nte.

For  its  par t Moscow pla yed the same perilo us  br inks man ’s gam e 
it  ha d played  in  ear lie r Midd le Ea ster n wa rs b y th reaten in g un ila tera l 
int erv ention—usua lly , however , af te r the fig ht ing  ha d been officially 
stop ped .

Despi te these weaknesses , the  doo r is now open once ag ain  to some 
fo rw ard movement in bu ild ing th is  esse ntia l fac tor more secu rely  
into the  fab ric  of in ter na tio na l peace  and securi ty. If , th ro ug h some
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miracle, peace does come to the  Middle Ea st,  it  wil l go off the  fron t
Pa&e-W ill  the  gr ea t pow ers  once again  lapse into th ei r cus tom ary  in di f
ference  to th is  sub jec t and wa it fo r the next cli ffhang er befo re we 
achieve ne eded  ref orms  in peacek eeping?

Eq ua lly  to the po int , is a stepped-up  U.N . peac ekeepin g cap aci ty 
like ly to be misused by othe r stat es in pu rsui t of th ei r rac ial , ethn ic, 
or  ideological convict ions  r at he r th an  f or  th e rea l cases of clea r in te r
sta te  aggression—a nd civil war th at  threate ns  to sprea d into in te r
na tio na l wa r because of outside  i nte rve ntion , an d there fore  should be 
ins ula ted  wh ile change may ta ke place in ter na lly .

LO OK IN G TO T H E  FU TU RE

Ta king  these con sidera tion s into acco unt,  ag ains t the backgrou nd 
of  the  checkered his tory  of peaceke eping in  the 16 yea rs since Suez, 
what of  the  lon ger  ra nge fu ture  ?

Le t me sugges t five majo r fea tur es of  a plan  th at could , I  believe, 
help str ength en  pea cekeep ing fo r the common pur pose of  pre venti ng  
the escalat ion  and sprea d of local  confl icts on ou r nucle ar- tipped 
p la net:

One. A form ula  should now be devi sed to  resolve the Sec uri ty 
Council -Se cre tary Gener al arg um ents th at have imp eded forw ard 
pro gre ss fo r 4 years. Th e Un ite d State s can sur ely  agree th at  in all 
foreseeable circ umstan ces  the Council  wil l be responsibl e fo r au thor 
izing  the mission, draw ing up  its  ma ndate , approv ing its  leadership 
an d composi tion,  c losely mo nitoring  i ts execution, an d dec idin g on its  
ter mination.

The Sov iet Un ion  can  sur ely  agree th at a commit tee of members 
of  the Council can deal wi th day -to -da y problem s, whi le the Secre tary 
Gener al is r espons ible  f or  car ry ing out de tai ls of the ma ndate , in con
su lta tio n w ith  the  committee.

The committ ee might  be composed of the two  superpowers  plu s a 
rep res entat ive  sample of  Council members. The exclusion of the  o the r 
pe rm anent mem bers  wil l be pa infu l, bu t reflects the star k fact  th at  
wi tho ut the Bi g Two  there  will be no effective U.N . and with th ei r 
col labora tion th ere  will.

I f  C hin a is to refuse  even to pa rt ic ipate in votes on peac ekee ping— 
as in the recent Mideas t debates—and if  the Sino-S oviet riv al ry  is to 
con tinu e, th is is the  only  rea lis tic  compromise solution.

EARMARKIN G SYST EM AND TR AINING  PROGRAM

Two. The  ea rm ark ing system  ou gh t to be subs tan tia lly  upgraded , 
wi th powerfu l encouragement by the Bi g Two  to small and mid dle  
pow ers to ea rm ark  and tr ai n  ap pr op riate uni ts.

Th e bu lk of the  ea rm arke rs should no t be mem bers  of eit he r nu 
clear allia nce—NAT O or  the Wars aw  Pa ct.  Bu t since Canad a, No r
way and Denm ark  have  long been members  of the  U.N. peac ekeepin g 
ope rat ion s, it is time to  sto p play ing games and  agree to bala nce them 
wi th  Ea ste rn  Eu ropean  countries, pr eferab ly  in the log istic al roles  
Canad a and  Poland p lay  in U N E F -I I.

The encoura gem ent  from the  big  powers could ta ke the  form of  log is
tics and trai ni ng  fun ds,  su pp lyi ng  equ ipm ent  depots fo r rapi d de-
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ployment , a ir li ft  and  s ea lif t ea rm arking  long recommended by many,  
and a permanent peace fund  fo r use when need ed in emergencies.

Three. A trai ni ng  program  should  be sta rte d,  pe rhap s bu ild ing on 
the splendid Scandin avian  model t hat  ha s been quie tly  fu nc tio ning  fo r 
years. Th is wou ld bro aden the  base of  tra ined  staf f officers a nd  non-  
coms in special skil ls, lan guage and the like , r ep res en tin g a way  o f in 
volving personnel  fro m nonalinecl cou ntr ies  whi ch have no na tio na l 
capabi lity f or  such.

Four . The sensitiv e and even rev olu tio nary rule sho uld  be face d, 
deb ated , and adopte d to  the  effect th at a U .N.  pe acekee ping force e sta b
lish ed by the  Security Council  with  the consent of the war ring  sides 
may no t be removed w ith ou t the consent of bo th pa rti es  t o the agree 
ment—th e w ar rin g sides an d the S ecuri ty Council.

To  be rea list ic, the Security  Council  vote  sho uld  not  be sub jec t to 
veto, otherw ise  one sta te could in the ory keep  a forc e ind efinitely  in 
an are a whe re no one else wa nts  it  to  sta y—a n obviously absurd 
situa tion.

The specified vote  should  eit he r be procedural,  req ui rin g a sim ple  
m aj ori ty ; or a  qualifi ed majo rit y such  as two-thi rds , i nc ludin g the  two 
superpowers . The fact  t ha t the ch ar te r does no t spe cify such  a qu al i
fied vote  is no reason not to  make the  org aniza tio n more flexible and re 
sponsive throug h nonconsti tut ion al ad ap tiv e devices such  as th at  
suggested.

The problem will  rem ain  of pa rt s of a TT.N. force melt ing  away in  
the face  of  a th re at  such  as Nasse r’s in 1967, even if  new legal re 
quirements  specify  a pr io r Co uncil vote.

Th is is an ad dit ion al reason  f or a m uch  broader  ro ste r o f smal l and 
medium sta tes  ava ilable  fo r peacekeep ing  m issions—a nd  fo r th e con
cu rri ng  Counci l vote requi rem ent .

FINANCIN G OF PEACEKEEPING

Five. The financ ing  of  pea cekeep ing rem ains unresolved, and th is  
time  Ch ina  has worsened  mat ters  by  fol low ing  t he  un he lpf ul  fo rm er  
Sovie t-F ren ch  lead and ref us ing  to pay any  sh are  of assessed costs  fo r 
U N E F -I I.

The ul tim ate ab surdity  wou ld be a new ar tic le  19 cru nch, wh ich  no 
one wou ld enfo rce,  again st China . Once  a gain it  is cle ar th at only  an 
assu red  source  of revenue will  pe rm it escape fro m th is  chronic bind.

My own recommenda tion  con tinu es to call fo r ind ependent sources 
of U.N. revenue,  such as a modest per cen tage of  roy alt ies  fro m high  
seas deep-sea mineral  and  oil ex tra cti on —which wil l hope fully  be 
licensed by the U.N . anyw ay; fro m in ternat iona l tra nsac tio ns  such  
as tra de , air mail , cable and sat ell ite  com munica tion s traf fic;  or  from 
a new capit al fund  to which all wou ld subscribe, and which  w ould  be 
rese rved  fo r peac ekeepin g o peratio ns.

The decisions abo ut ac tua lly  u sin g t he  acc umula ted  fund s wou ld be 
unchanged  and control by the resp ons ible  pow ers  wou ld be, if  an y
th ing,  tig htened  by using  th e Se curity Council  more th an  befo re. 

SECURITY COUNCIL NOT IMPARTIAL

Hav ing said all  th is,  it is pa in fu lly  true  th at , in the prese nt case 
at  leas t, the Security Council is sim ply  no t im pa rti al . Ra ther , it  is



loaded  in fav or  o f the  Ar ab  side. Simi lar ly,  in December 1971 it was 
loaded tow ard  the  In di an  s ide. In  b oth  cases the  f avo red  p ar tie s were 
the  ones who sta rte d the pa rti cu la r rou nd of fighting. It  is not a 
tri bu na l o f jud ges  and ne ver  will  be.

Th is seems t o me y et anoth er  reason why grea ter emphasi s must be 
placed  on the  k ind s of conflict pre ven tion and wa r-a ve rting  s tra teg ies  
th at  have, va inly it  seems, been advocated to avoid the blood y crisi s 
throug h w hich  the  wo rld  con tinues to  lurch.

But  to even begin on the ascent to a new pla tea u, the  ind ispe nsable  
con dit ion  is s ometh ing  we hav e no t had—a so lid c ommitmen t by ma jor 
governments , inc lud ing  ou r own, to both the  concept of conflic t-pre
ven tion , and  the  str en gth en ing of peaceke eping throug h mult ila ter al 
organiz ation , a com mitmen t no t just at  tim es of in ter na tio na l ba nk 
ruptcy  a nd  panic , but  when there is tim e for o rderly plannin g, negoti
at in g and org anizing.

Al l of  wh at  I say assumes th at  the  Sov iet Un ion  will  con tinu e to 
pursu e its own intere sts , and dogm atical ly oppose  any expli cit  em
powerment  o f nonvetoable  a ctivit ies  t hat  m ay clash wi th its  in terests.

I t  assumes th at  man y th ird world  cou ntri es will  suspect im peria l
isti c motives  on the  par t of the  big  p owers, and will rem ain  obsessed 
wi th  sou the rn Af ric a as the  only  real th re at  in th ei r line  of vision.

I t  a lso assumes c on tin uin g t endencies in the  U .S. Gov ernment, both  
executive branch  and Congress, to tr y  to  keep fu ll control of U.S . 
money an d commitm ents , even while ca lling  fo r exp and ed U.N.  
cap abi lities.

Someone said  th at  the  grea t th ing about experience  in th at  it enables 
you  t o recognize  the  same mista ke  every tim e you make  it. Ho pefully  
we can  cou nt on the  new mood in the  Con gress and on the known 
reason ing  powers of the new Secre tary of  St ate to  combine to force 
the pace, and help str ength en  th is essentia l bu ild ing block of world peace.

Th an k you, M r. C hai rman.
[Foll ow ing  is Professor Bloo mfie ld's pr ep ared  stat em en t:] 

Peacekeeping and th e Middle East 1973
T will  divi de  my re m ar ks be tw ee n sh or t- te rm  pr os pe ct s an d long er -ru n prob lems.
The  Middle  E ast  cr is is  of  1973 show ed onc e ag ai n how im men se ly  va lu ab le  it  is whe n th e go ing ge ts  toug h (to bo rrow  a pop ul ar  ph ra se ),  to  ha ve  a po lit ic al ly  neu tr a l in te rn ati onal fo rc e t h a t can ge t go ing.
U.N. peacekeeping , w ith  al l it s flaw s, is  th e on ly devic e so fa r  in ve nt ed  th a t ca n co ns truc tive ly  step  in  when nat io ns  a re  enga ge d in fig ht in g th a t ma y dra w  in th e nu cl ea r powe rs.  The  avai la bil ity of th e devic e in fa c t give s them  a reason  to  ag re e to  st op  fig ht ing as  we ll as  pr ov id in g th e re st  of  th e wor ld  w ith  a foc us fo r ef fo rts to  r es to re  pe ace.
B ut  we ha ve  sa id  al l th is  seve ra l tim es  b efore wh en  U.N. pe ac ek ee pi ng  h as  k ep t an  in te rn ati onal explos ion from  worsening . We  sa id  it  be fo re  in  194S an d 1967 in  ex ac tly th e sa m e ar ea , as  we ll as  in 1960 in th e  Congo an d 19G3 in Cy prus , al l si tu ati ons in  wh ich  a ft e r tr y in g  fr uit le ss ly  al l o th er metho ds  such  as  su ppres sio n,  “u nil a te ra l pe ac ek ee ping ,” an d al lian ce  diplom acy, nat io ns re lu ct an tly  di scov ered  th a t only U.N. pe ac ek ee ping  wo uld  pa ci fy  th e si tu a ti on  whi le keep ing  in di vi du al  med dl er s an d in te rv en er s out.
I t  is  eq ua lly  cl ea r th a t be tw ee n such cr ises  th e U.N. has ex pe rie nc ed  a st ea dy  decli ne , an d it s pe ac ek ee ping  po te nt ia l, in st ea d of  g ro wing as  th e log ic of Ihe age di ct at ed , ha s gon e in to  th e de ep  fre eze. The  reas on s fo r th e re ce nt  do ld ru m s ar e  

pa in fu lly fa m il ia r.  To  ov er simpl ify , th e  p ol iti ca l ri gh t, do mes tic al ly  an d in te rn a-



tionally , was irr ita ted  b.v the U.N.’s Congo intervent ion and its damage  to com
mercial  inte rests, plus the  growing dominance of the  U.N. by third  world coun
trie s unsympathetic to such concerns. The unaligned countries  have not backed 
peacekeeping, some of the more ra dical count ries suspecting it as •‘neoco lonial ist” 
and imperialist. The Soviet Union in principle doctrinally  opposes any thing 
smacking of supranational powers and  ins ists  on rigid control  through the  veto, 
in  practice  of course Moscow has tole rated and even encouraged some peace
keeping. The United States and much of W estern  Europe preach progressive  in ter
natio nal community-building in principle, but  in pract ice, except in moments of 
high crisis  and fail ure  of all othe r expedien ts, they have been unwilling to pay 
much of a price  for the commitment of which the ir rhetoric  so eloquently spoke.

Meanwhile a neu tra l thi rd-par ty force has  again been rushed into  place w ithin 
24 hours, and may again  have saved the world from a perilous confrontat ion. 
Any foreseeable compromise peace arrangemen ts th at  develop from the  forth 
coming Geneva conference on the Middle Ea st mus t depend heavily on U.N. 
peacekeeping, probably  in greate r numbers and  w ith increased author ity,  in such 
places as the Sinai, the Golan Heights, and the mouth of the  St ra it of Tira n. 
Additionally, arrangemen ts must he worked out for some form of internatio nal  
custody of the Holy Places in Jerusalem, and something resembling a “U.N. 
Vatican Gua rd” may have to he devised. Israel will have  to be persuaded to  aban
don her previous insistence th at  U.N. forces he stationed outs ide her  terr itory.  
This in tur n will require new U.S. guarantees, underwritin g more firmly the 
U.N.’s less reliab le assurance.

The force of events may thus unlock the door to a new stage in mu ltil ate ral  
peacekeeping capabiliti es that  no amount of abstr act discussion between crises  
was able to. Yet all pas t exiierience shows th at  when crises subside, the  nations,  
led by the superpowers, invariably revert to purely uni latera l beha vior : UN 
peacekeeping, to borrow a Waterga te metaphor, goes off the ir screen unt il the 
next  war.

What  then can be said of the longer-term development of peacekeeping? IIow 
can it  be buil t into the  ssytem so it  does not have to he reinvented  each time, and 
above all so th at  it is a normal option for  action?

The Committee is fam ilia r with  the under lying  issues th at  remain unresolved 
even with the new UNEF in place. You know of the atte mpts by UN Secretarie s 
Genera l to secure advance commitments. You have heard proposals from schol
ars  and othe rs for  improved ground rules, tra ining  programs, financing, and so 
forth . You are  equally aware that , as before, what is chiefly lacking  is the ex
pectation on the pa rt of governments and people t ha t when fighting breaks o u t -  
more importan tly, before it break s out—neutral thi rd-par ty personnel would be 
automat ical ly and  rout inely  avail able  for deployment as observers, fact-finders, 
and, if necessary, truce-keepers. If  there were such an expec tation, it  would be 
nat ura l to act when early -warn ing was received of potential  war, and action  
would be ce rtain when fighting broke out. Under  those circum stances  responsible 
governments would give the ir supp ort realiz ing th at  on occasion thei r toes would 
be stepped upon and the ir friends  and clients prevented from having the ir own 
way.

We may lie far  from such a general acceptance and expec tation of even non- 
coercive regularized and codified inte rna tional  peacekeeping. The U.N. Commit
tee of 33 real istic ally  concentra ted on developing a model of observation and 
fact-finding for the badly-needed conflict-prevention task.  But it deferred  the 
next step  on a peacekeeping design unt il the  Soviet Union and United States re
solved the ir underlying differences. Those differences turn ed on the issue of em
powerment of the  Secretary  General in the  name of efficiency—which we 
wanted—versus complete overs ight by the Secur ity Council—which Moscow 
wanted.  I now wonder  if the oth er members should have been content to wait 
for such agree me nt; the middle powers might ra ther  have gotten together and 
sketched out a sensible and  att rac tiv e plan to which the wise could repa ir, for 
which we a ll might eventually have thanke d them.

But they didn’t, and  the U.S.-Soviet deadlock remained even af te r intensive 
working-level negotia tion. Some of us on the outside  became convinced that  while 
these doct rinal differences were real enough, in prac tice the U.S. had  accepted  
the vir tua lly exclusive mandate  of the  Secur ity Council, while in prac tice the  
Soviets had not opposed any and had  favored some of the contemporary peace
keeping efforts.

This  las t April at  a meeting in Moscow of American and  Soviet United  Na
tions Association panels on Collective Security and  European Security. Am
bassador  Yost (who may have mentioned this here yes terday)  and I both fel t
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confirmed in  our conviction that  the main reaso n for the  continued deadlock was 
the absence o f top-level attention to this problem in both governments. We sought 
to urge on both sides the  upgrading of the peacekeeping issue to  the  summit level, 
if only to shake both bureaucracies  out of the ir frozen  positions.

It. was very gra tify ing to learn th at  the Depa rtment of Sta te began some 
new activity  on thi s mat ter,  and the  new look was reflected in Secre tary 
Kissinger’s encouraging reference in his General Assembly speech to compro
mising the peacekeeping issue. Evidently  the  October 6th fighting overtook the 
policy process. When U NE F-I I was hast ily set up, Secre tary General Waldhe im's 
ground rules  fo r i ts opera tion were essential ly those of 1956, i.e. no gr eat  powers, 
no coercion, and no side-tak ing—but  also no provision to avoid repetition of 
the 1967 fiasco when Egyptian Pres iden t Nasser unilater ally  kicked out the 
ear lier UNEF. In this  newest act  of crea tion the L’.S. government inexplicably 
stra ined at  the gnat of Eas tern  European  represen tation on the force aft er swallowing a whole series of camels involved in superpower detente. For  its 
pa rt Moscow played the same perilous brinksm an’s game it  had played in ear lier  
Middle Easte rn wars  by threatening unila teral inte rven tion (always , however, 
af te r ilie fighting had been officially sto ppe d).

The door is now open once ag ain to some forw ard movement in building  this <
essential fac tor more securely into  the  fabric  of inte rna tional  peace and security.
If  through some miracle , peace does come to the Middle Eas t it will go off the  
front page. Will the gre at powers once again lapse into the ir customary  indif
ference to this  subject and wait for the next cliff-hanger before achieving 
needed reform s in peacekeeping?

Equally to the  point, is a stepped-up U.N. peacekeeping capac ity likely to 
be misused by othe r sta tes  in pursu it of their  racia l, ethnic, or ideological con
victions ra ther  tha n for the  rea l cases of clea r inte r-s tate aggress ion (and civil 
war that  thre atens to sprea d into  internatio nal  war because of outside  inter 
vention, and  therefore should be insulat ed while change may take place 
intern ally).

Taking these cons iderat ions into  account, aga ins t the  background of the 
checkered history of peacekeeping in the sixteen years since Suez, what of the 
longer  range future ? Let me suggest five m ajor fea tures of a plan that  could,
I believe, help strengthen  peacekeeping for the  common purpose of preventing 
the  escala tion and sprea d of local conflicts on our  nuclear-tipped pl an et :

(1) A formula should now be devised to resolve th e Secur ity Council-Secretary 
General argu men ts that  have impeded forw ard progress for four years. The 
U.S. can surely agree that  in all foreseeable circum stances the Council will be 
responsib le for authoriz ing the mission, draw ing up its mandate, approving 
its  leadership and composition, closely moni toring its  execution, and  deciding 
on its termination. The Soviets can surely agree  that  a committee  of members 
of the  Council can deal with  day-to-day problems, while the Secretary-General 
is responsib le for  carrying out details  of the  mandate,  in consultation with 
the  committee. The committee might be composed of the two superpowers plus 
a represen tative sample of Council members. The exclusion of the other perma
nent  members will be painfu l, but reflects the  sta rk fac t that  without the Big 
Two Ihere  will be no effective U.N., and with the ir collaboration there will.
If  China is to oppose and even refuse to par tici pat e in votes on peacekeeping 4
(as  in the recen t Mid East debates ), and if t he Sino-Soviet rival ry is to  continue, 
thi s is the only realis tic compromise solution.

(2) The earm arking system ought to be substan tial ly upgraded, with powerful 
encouragement by the  Big Two to small and  middle i>owers to earmark and
tra in  app ropriate units . The bulk of the  earmarkers should be not members of *eith er nuclear alliance—NATO or the  Warsaw  Pact. But since Canada. Norway 
and Denmark have long been members of U.N. peacekeeping operations, it  is 
time to stop playing games and agree to balance them with  Eas tern  European 
countries, preferab ly in the logistical roles Canada and Poland play in UN EF-II.
The encouragement  from the big powers could take the form of logistics and 
tra ining funds, supplying equipment depots for rapid deployment, air lif t and 
sea lift earmarking long recommended by many, and a permanent peace fund 
for  use when needed in emergencies.

(3) A tra ining program should be sta rted , perhaps building on the splendid 
Scand inavian model th at  has been quietly functioning for  years. This would 
broaden the base of tra ined staff officers and noncoms in special skills, language,  
and the like, representing a way of involving personnel from non-aligned coun
trie s which have no national capability  for  such.
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(4) The sensitive and even revolutionary rule  should be faced, debated , and 
adopted  to the  effect that  a U.N. peacekeeping force established by the Secur ity 
Council with  the consent of the  warrin g sides may not be removed without the 
consent of both par ties  to the agreem ent—the  warrin g sides and the Securi ty 
Council. To be realis tic, the Secur ity Council vote should not be subject to veto, 
otherwise one sta te could in theory keep a force indefin itely in an area where 
no one else wan ts it to stay. The specified vote should eith er be procedural,  
requ iring  a simple majority , or a qual ified majority such as two third s, including 
the two superpowers. The fact  that  the Charter does not specify such a qualified 
vote is no reason  not to make the organ izatio n more flexible and responsive 
through non-constitutional adaptive devices such as th at  suggested.

The problem will remain of pa rts  of a U.N. force melting away in the  face 
of a thr eat such as Nasser’s in 1967, even if  new legal requi rements specify a 

£  prior Council vote. This is an add itional reason for  a much broader ros ter  of
small and medium sta tes  avai lable  for peacekeeping missions—and for  the 
concu rring  Council vote requirement. (The difficulty of finding tru ly imp art ial  
natio ns also argues for a much broade r ros ter to draw  on.)

(5) The financing of peacekeeping remains unresolved,  and this  time China
r  lias followed the former unhelpful Soviet-French lead and refuses to pay any

share of assessed costs for UN EF-II . The ultimate absurd ity would be a new 
Article 19 crunch, which no one would enforce, aga ins t China. Once again it 
is clea r that  only an assu red source of revenue will permit  escape from this 
chronic bind. My own recommendation continues to call for independent sources 
of U.N. revenue, such as a modest percentage of roya lties  from high seas 
deep-sea mineral and oil extract ion (which  will hopefully be licensed by the  
U.N. anyway) ; from inte rna tional  transactio ns such as trade, airm ail, cable 
and satelli te communications tra ffic ; or from a new capital fund  to which all 
would subscribe, and  which would be reserved for peacekeeping operat ions. The 
decisions abou t actually using  the  accum ulated  fund s would be unchanged and, 
if anything, t ightened by using the Security  Council more than before.

Having  said all this,  it  is painfully  tru e tha t, in the present case at  least , 
the  Securi ty Council is simply not impartial. Rather , it  is loaded in favor of 
tlie Arab side. Similarly, in December 1971 it was loaded toward the Indian 
side. In both cases the  favored par ties were the  ones who sta rted the pa rticu lar  
round of fighting.

This seems to me yet ano ther reason why gre ate r emphas is mus t be placed on 
the kinds  of conflict-prevention and war-averting  stra tegies that  have, vainly  it 
seems, been advocated to avoid the bloody crises through which the world con
tinues to lurch.

But to even begin on the  ascent to a new pla teau , the  indispensable condition is 
something we have not had—a solid commitment by major governments,  includ
ing our own, to both the concept of conflict-prevention, and the strengthening of 
peacekeeping through multil ate ral  organ ization, a commitment not just at  times 
of internatio nal  bankruptcy and panic, but  when there is time for  orderly plan
ning, negotiatin g an d organizing.

All of w hat I say assumes t ha t the Soviet Union will continue to pursue i ts own 
interests , and dogmatically oppose any explicit empowerment of nonvetoable 
activities that  may clash with  its interests . It  assumes  many third  world coun
trie s will suspect imperialistic motives on the pa rt of the  big powers, and  will 
remain obsessed with southern  Africa as the only real th reat  in the ir line of 
vision. It  also assumes continuing tendencies  in the U.S. Government, both 
execut ive branch and Congress, to try  to keep full contro l of U.S. money and 

* commitments, even while cal ling for expanded U.N. capabilities.
Someone said th at  the great thing  abou t experience is th at  it enables you to 

recognize the  same mis take  every time you make  it. Hopeful ly we can count  on 
the  new mood in the  Congress and on the known reasoning powers of the  new 
Secretary  of Sta te to combine to force the  pace, and help strengthen  thi s essen
tia l bui lding block of world peace.

Mr. Hamilton. Thank you. Professor Bloomfield.
General Rikhye.
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STATEMENT OE MAJ. GEN. INDA R JI T  RI KH YE  (R ET IR ED ), FOR 
MER  COMMANDER OF U.N. EMERGEN CY FORCE IN  GAZA; PR ES 
IDE NT OF TH E INT ERNA TIO NA L PEACE ACADEMY, NE W YORK

General Rikhye . My remarks pertain to UNE F- I, the present and 
future  trends.

UNEF -I  was established in the Middle East  toward the end of 1956 
afte r the Suez war, was a novel experiment in the use of military forces 
to keep the peace.

The force was denied the  righ t to use force except in self-defense 
and had to accomplish its tasks by peaceful means.

INTENT IONS OF UN EF  I

This force was intended to; one, interpose between Anglo-Frencli- 
Israeli  and Egyptian  forces; two, protect the canal clearing opera
tions; three, follow up the withdrawal of the Anglo-French forces 
from the canal area, of Israel i forces from the Sinai, and later, four, 
supervise the armistice demarcation line in the Gaza Strip and the 
international frontier along the Sinai and insure free passage of ship
ping through the Strai t of Tiran  at Sharm al-Shaykh.

This force proved successful in accomplishing its tasks until it was 
withdrawn on May 18, 1967. Its  success can be attr ibuted to the lead
ership and the diplomatic skill of Dag Hammerskjold and to its first 
commander, Lt. Gen. E . L. M. Burns of Canada; second, to the wide 
international support it received; and third , to Egyptian  cooperation; 
and last but not the  least, to the performance of the troops in scrupu
lously and conscientiously carry ing out their  responsibilities without 
resort to force.

The force was established by the General Assembly of the United 
Nations under the “Unitin g for Peace” resolution passed by the As
sembly earlie r to avoid a Security Council veto. Thus, the authority  
of the force stemmed from chapter  VI of the charter;  tha t is, the pro
vision rela ting to peaceful resolution of conflicts, rather than chapter 
VI I of the charter,  tha t which authorizes enforcement action. The 
consent of E gyp t and Israel was essential fo r the introduction  of the 
force, and because Israel refused deployment of any part of the force 
on its terri tory , it abandoned its righ t to influence the decision when 
Egypt requested its withdrawal in May 1967.

While the force had kept peace and quiet in the area, the situation 
along Israel 's borders with Jordan, Syria, and Lebanon proved dif 
ferent. There were almost da ily border violations, and as Palestinian 
guerril la activity  increased, it met Is raeli retaliation, s tarting a cycle 
of incidents and escalation tha t would only lead to war. Meanwhile, 
there was little progress in get ting any serious negotiations under way 
to resolve the conflict.

PEACEKEEPING TODAY

The Uni ted Nations is presently engaged in three  peacekeeping op
erations. In Cyprus it continues to keep the Greek and Turkish 
Cypriots apart  while the dialog between the two parties continues with 
a view to finding a lasting solution. In Kashmir, an observer group 
has kept a helpless watch while India  and Pakis tan have fought two 
major wars. I n the Middle East, following the Yorn Kippur war, a
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new force has been introduced to supervise the cease-fire. Some 2,500 
troops have been introduced so far. While Egy pt and Israe l argue 
over the  question of withdrawal to the lines held  on October 22, the 
deployment of the force has been delayed by bitter dispute between the 
United States and the Soviet Union over questions re lating to com
position and financing of the force. These issues have been explained 
by the distinguished Congressman, Mr. Buchanan, and have now been 
resolved, and it is hoped that  the  force will reach its full strength of 
about 7.000 in 6 weeks. There is also an  increase in the size o f the 
United Nations Truce Supervision Organization, and for  the first time, 
Soviet observers have been included, though they have yet to be em
ployed—eight U.S. observers have already been serving there.

SOME PEAC EK EE PIN G SUCCESSES

The United Nations has achieved a measure of success in peace
keeping and in the settlement of disputes. But 28 years a fter  the s ign
ing of the charter,  it has yet to create an effective internationa l sys
tem to insure peace, security, and world order. United Nations involve
ment in peacekeeping indicates tha t its degree of success can be meas
ured against the support and cooperation given by the grea t powers. 
There are clear indications from deliberations of the Committee of 
33 appointed by the General Assembly to resolve the major issues 
relating to peacekeeping operations, tha t if the Uir ted Nations is to 
achieve success, it must have the complete support of not only th e1 
small and middle nations which urgently need an inte rnational  system 
of world security, but also the support  and collaboration of the great 
powers.

Conflicts such as the Middle East , where there is great power in
volvement and near confrontation, if escalated, could prove dangerous 
to world peace, as we have seen in this part icular case in the Middle 
East. After years of bila teral and unilateral actions on the part  of the 
member states, the United  Nations Char ter principles are beginning 
to look more realistic again. It  is in the interests of the two super
powers, separa tely and collectively, not only to avoid the possibili ty 
of armed hos tilities but also to establish a world system that will re
duce violent conflicts and strengthen the United Nations for the peace
ful resolution of conflicts.

There are a number of smaller problems which can be solved while 
the larger issues concerning peacekeeping continue to be debated in 
the Committee of 33, especially between the United States  and the 
Soviet Union. Ad hoc peacekeeping operations have little prepara
tion and organization, inadequate institutional arrangem ents at the 
United Nations, weak command and control, poor signal communi
cations and liaison, and shoestring type of admin istration and logistic 
support.  These perhaps may not be very important  politically  but 
they are of tremendous importance to the people actually responsible 
for carrying out the tasks assigned to them.

THE NE W U N EF FORCE

All these limitations are manifested once again as the new United 
Nations Emergency Force is now being established in E gypt . If  such 
operations have been successful in any degree, it is due more to the 
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determination of the participan ts -than to the support that  the other 
Member Nations of the United Nations provide. The inability of the 
United Nations to institutionalize peacekeeping by the provision of 
suitable staff and informational resources can be remedied. Command 
and control, both at the  United Nations headquarters and in the field, 
can surely be improved. Many governments have already instituted  
plans, as Lincoln Bloomfield pointed out, for  the preparation  of the ir 
personnel and troops on a standby basis, and this arrangement needs 
every encouragement and coordination.

The United States, as part of its aid program around the globe, 
assists the military preparedness of many nations within regional or 
bilateral agreements. Preparation for peacekeeping operations by 
these armed forces, and by their personnel who attend  the many tra in
ing courses organized by the United  States, could surely be accom
plished with little added cost.

Recently I had an occasion to visit Fort Bragg,  and there at the 
John  F. Kennedy Center very light  train ing is under way which could 
be of tremendous value to many of the  countries to whom the United 
States provides military  assistance.

Mr. Chairman, the U.S. Congress resolved some years ago tha t the 
milita ry aid program could be used to equip recipient countries for 
peacekeeping. This resolution has never been implemented, and is 
certainly worthy of being revived.

PE ND ING ISSUES

There will, of course, still remain several impor tant issues to be 
set tled : (1) the procedure fo r establish ing peacekeeping missions and 
the conditions under which they may be withdrawn—as has been 
referred to by Professor Bloomfield; (2) clarification of the provisions 
of the char ter under which peacekeeping missions are established; (3) 
the extent of involvement by the Milita ry Staff Committee and other 
competent United Nations organs, such as the Security Council, in the 
dav-to-day administra tion of peacekeeping operations—and it was 
referred to by Mr. Herz that , if the Milita ry Staff Committee were 
given the responsibility in the Middle East, it  would also have strategic 
direction, which, is surely required. But while we deny the force 
strategic direction, we have also denied milit ary support.

Issue (4), the utilization of the Secretary-General’s good offices; 
(5) the financial arrangements  required to maintain peacekeeping 
machinery; (6) the desirability of establishing standby United Na
tions peacekeeping forces; and last but not least (7) the development 
of parallel peacemaking machinery.

CHO ICES  AVAILABLE

There are only two choices available, Mr. Chairman, to the states 
members of the United Nations when confronting a serious crisis. 
One is to seize an early opportunity where there is a common interest 
in resolving it. This kind of opportunity is inherent in the Middle 
Eas t situation. Quite obviously, the two superpowers have not shown 
any desire to go to war to support their  respective commitments to 
the two sides in the Middle East.  The new United Nations Emergency 
Force and its enlarged United Nations observer group in the Middle 
Eas t can serve as a model for future peacekeeping machinery.
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Th e alt ern ati ve  i s to con tinu e t he  sta tus  quo wi th  i ts obvious po ten 
tial  fo r di sas trous resu lts.

Un ite d Nation s exper ience h as esta blis hed  t hat more effect ive peace
kee ping machi ner y can be created, given the supp or t of  the gr ea t 
powers. Th ere  is lit tle  dou bt th at  thi s m ach ine ry is neede d to help the 
sma ll and med ium powers, bu t rec ognit ion  of  the fac t th at  it  wou ld 
also benef it the big  powers has  been slow in coming. The arg um en t of 
thes e rem ark s, the n, is th at  it  is in the in terest of all  nations  to 
str ength en  the  Un ite d Nations ab ili ty  to keep the peace and reduce 
the cause  of violence. Rec ent  events in the Middle Eas t hav e again  
demo nst rated t ha t the re i s no o the r a lte rna tiv e.

Th an k you, Mr. Chairma n.
[Gene ral  Ri khye 's prep ared  state me nt fo llo ws:]

U N E F -I  and F uture P eacekeeping

Th e U ni ted N at io ns  Em erge nc y Fo rce,  es ta bl ishe d in  th e Middle  E ast  to w ar d 
th e e nd  of  1956 a ft e r th e Suez war , was  a novel ex pe rim en t in  the us e of  m il it ary  
forces  to  ke ep  th e pea ce.  Th e force was  de ni ed  th e ri gh t to use fo rc e ex ce pt  in  
se lf- de fens e an d ha d to  acco mplish  it s ta sk s by pe ac ef ul  me ans. T his  fo rc e w as  
in te nd ed  to : (1)  in te rp os e be tw een A ng lo -F re nc h- Is ra el i an d Egy pt ia n fo rc es ; 
(2 ) pr ot ec t th e ca nal -c le ar in g oper at io ns;  (3 ) fol low  up  th e w ithdra w al of th e 
Ang lo-F renc h fo rc es  from  th e ca na l a re a  an d of Is ra e li  fo rces  from  th e Sina i, 
and  la te r,  (4 ) su pe rv ise th e ar m is ti ce  dem ar ca tion  lin e in th e Ga za  S tr ip  and 
th e in te rn ati onal fr on ti er alo ng  th e Si na i an d in su re  fr ee  pa ss ag e of  sh ip pi ng  
th ro ug h th e S tr a it  of  T ir an  a t Sl iarm  e l Sh eik h.

Thi s fo rc e prov ed  su cc es sful  in  ac co m pl ishing  it s ta sk s unti l it  w as  w ithdra w n 
on Ma y 18, 1967. It s  su ccess ca n be a tt ri bu te d  to  th e le ad er sh ip  an d th e dipl o
m at ic  sk il l of  Dag  H am m ar sk jo ld  an d to  it s fi rs t co mman de r, Lt . Gen . E. L. M. 
B ur ns of  C a n a d a ; sec ondly , to  th e wi de  in te rn ati onal su ppor t it  re ceiv ed ; an d 
th ir dl y,  to Egyp tian  coopera ti on ; an d la s t but  not  th e le as t, to  th e pe rfor m an ce  
of  th e tro op s in sc ru pu lous ly  an d co ns cien tio us ly  ca rr y in g  ou t th e ir  re sp on si 
bi li ti es  w ithout re so rt  to for ce.

Th e fo rce was  es ta bl ishe d by th e G en eral  As sem bly  o f th e U ni ted N at io ns  u nde r 
th e “U ni ting  fo r Pea ce ” Resolut ion pa ss ed  by th e As sem bly  earl ie r to  av oid a  
Se cu ri ty  Council  veto. Th us , th e au th ori ty  of  th e fo rc e stem med  from  ch apte r 
VI  of  th e C ha rter , i.e., th e prov is ion re la ti ng  to pe ac ef ul  re so lu tio n of  confl ict s, 
ra th e r th an  chap te r V II  of th e C ha rter , th a t wh ich  auth ori se s en fo rc em en t 
ac tio n.  Th e co ns en t of Egy pt  an d Is ra e l was  es se nt ia l fo r th e in tr oduct io n of 
th e  for ce,  an d be cause Is ra e l re fu se d de ploy men t of  an y p a rt  of  th e  fo rc e on 
it s te rr it o ry , it  ab an do ne d it s ri gh t to in flu ence  th e decis ion whe n Egypt re 
qu es te d it s w ithdra w al  i n Ma y 1967.

W hile  th e force ha d kep t peace an d quie t in th e are a,  th e si tu ati on  alon g 
Is ra e l’s bo rd er s w ith  Jo rd an . Sy ria,  an d Le ba no n prov ed  di fferen t. The re  were 
al m os t da ily bo rd er  viol at ions , an d as  P ale st in ia n  guerr il la  ac ti v it y  in cr ea se d,  
it  m et  Is ra e li  re ta li at io n , st a rt in g  a cycle  of  in ci de nt s an d es ca la tion  th a t wo uld 
on ly lead  to  war . Meanw hi le,  th er e w as  li tt le  pro gr es s in  get ting  an y se riou s 
ne go tiat io ns  u nd er w ay  to reso lve  th e confl ict .

Th e Uni ted Nat io ns  is pre se nt ly  en ga ge d in th re e pe ac ek ee pi ng  op er at io ns . 
In  Cyp rus it  co nt in ue s to  keep  th e Gree k an d Turk is h  Cyp rio ts  a p a rt  whi le  th e 
di alog  be tw ee n th e tw o part ie s co nt in ue s w ith  a vie w to  f inding  a  la st in g  s olut ion.  
In  Kas hm ir , an  ob se rv er  grou p ha s ke pt  a he lp less  w at ch  w hi le  In d ia  an d P ak i
st an  ha ve  fo ug ht  tw o m aj or war s.  In  th e Midd le Eas t, fo llo wing th e Yorn K ip pu r 
w ar , a new force ha s been in trod uc ed  to  su pe rv ise th e cea se- fire. Som e 2.50ft 
tro op s ha ve  bee n in trod uc ed  so fa r.  W hile  Egy pt  an d Is ra e l ar gue ov er  th e qu es 
tion  of  w ithdra w al  to  th e lin es  he ld  on Oc tob er 22. th e de ploy men t of  th e  fo rc e 
has  been de lay ed  by b it te r di sp ut e be tw ee n th e U ni ted S ta te s an d th e So viet  
Un ion  ov er  qu es tio ns  re la ti ng  to co mpo sit ion an d fin an cing  of  th e force. The se  
issu es  ha ve  now been res olv ed , an d it is  hoped th a t th e fo rc e wi ll re ac h it s fu ll  
st re ngth  of ab ou t 7.000 in 6 weeks . The re  is also  an  in cr ea se  in  th e siz e of  th e  
U ni ted N at io ns  Tru ce  Su pe rv is ion Org an izat io n,  an d fo r th e fi rs t tim e, So viet  
ob se rv er s ha ve  been inclu de d,  tho ug h th ey  ha ve  ye t to  be em ployed—ei ght  U.S . 
ob se rv er s ha ve  a lr ea dy been se rv ing th er e.
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The United  Nations has achieved a measure of success in peacekeeping and 
in the settl eme nt of disputes. But 28 years af ter tlie signing of the Charter,  it 
has  yet to crea te an effective inte rnational system to ensure  peace, security, and 
world order.  United Nations involvement  in peacekeeping indicates that  its 
degree of success can be measured aga inst the suppo rt and cooperation given 
by the great powers. There are  clear  indic ation s from deliberatio ns of the 
Commit tee of Thir ty-Three  appointed by the General  Assembly to resolve the 
major issues rela ting  to peacekeeping operations, that  if the  United Nations is 
to achieve  success, it must have the complete suppo rt of not only the small and 
middle nations , which urgently  need an inte rna tion al system of world security , 
but also rhe suppo rt and collaboration of the gre at powers.

Conflicts such as the  Middle East , where there is great-power involvement 
and nea r confrontation, if escalated, could prove dangerous to world peace.
After years of bila tera l and uni latera l actions on the pa rt of the Members *
Sta tes , the United Nations’ Charte r principles are  beginning to look more 
rea list ic again. It  is in the inte rest s of the  two .superpowers, separately  and 
collectively, not only to avoid the possibility of armed h ostil ities  but  also to estab
lish  a world system that  will reduce violent conflicts and strengthen  the United 
Nations fo r the  peaceful resolution  of conflicts. *

There are  a number of smal ler problems which can be solved while the larg er 
issues concerning peacekeeping continue to be debated in the Committee of 
Thirty-Three, especially between the United States and the  Soviet Union. Ad 
hoc peacekeeping operations  have litt le preparatio n and organisation, inade
qua te institu tional arrangemen ts at  the United  Nations, weak command and 
control,  poor signal communications and liaison,  and a shoe-st ring type of ad
min istr atio n and logistic support . All these  limi tations are manifested once 
again as the new United Nations Emergency Force is now being estab lished  in 
Egypt. If  such opera tions have been successfu l in any degree, it is due more to 
the  dete rmination  of the  par tic ipants  tha n to the support th at  the other Mem
ber  Nations of the United Nations provide. The inab ility  of the  United Nations 
to ins titu tion alise peacekeeping  by the provision  of suitable  staff and inform a
tion al resources can be remedied. Command and control, both at  the United Na
tions hea dqu arte rs and in the  field, can surely  be improved. Many governments 
have  already ins titu ted  plans for the preparation of the ir personnel and troops 
on a standby basis, and this arrangemen t needs every encouragement and 
coordination.

The United  States, as pa rt of its aid programme around the globe, assists the 
mil itary prepa redness of many nations within regional  or bila tera l agreements.
Pre parat ion  for peacekeeping operat ions by these armed  forces, and by the ir 
personnel who atte nd the many tra ining courses organised by the United States , 
could surely  be accomplished with lit tle  added cost. The United States Con
gress resolved some years ago that  the mil itary aid program me could be used 
to equip recipient countries for peacekeeping. This resolut ion has never been 
implemented, and is cert ainly  worthy of being revived.

There will, of course, stil l remain severa l imp ortant issues to be set tled: (1) 
the  procedure for  establish ing peacekeeping missions and the conditions under  
which  they may be w ithdra wn ; (2) clarif ication of the provisions of the ('b ar te r 4
und er which such peacekeeping missions are  esta blished : (3) the extent of in
volvement by the Mili tary  Staff Committee and other competent United Nations 
organs , such as the Secur ity Council, in the  day-to-day adm inis trat ion of peace
keeping ope rations ; (4) the util isat ion of the Secre tary-G eneral's good offices;
(5) the financia l arrangeme nts required to mainta in peacekeeping machinery: •
(6 ) the desi rability  of estab lishing standby United Nations  peacekeeping forces; 
and last , but  not  l east , (7) the development  of para llel peacemaking machinery.

There are  only two choices avail able  to the States Members of the United 
Nations when confronting a serious crisis. One is to seize an early  opportunity 
where there is a common intere st in resolving it. This kind of opportunity is 
inhe rent  in the Middle East situation . Quite obviously, the two superpowers 
have not shown any desi re to go to war  to supp ort the ir respective commitments  
to the two sides. The new United Nations Emergency Force and its en’arged 
United  Nations  observer group in the  Middle East can serve as a model for fu
tur e peacekeeping machinery.

The alte rna tive is to continue the  sta tus  quo with its obvious poten tial for 
disa strous results .

United  Nations experience has  estab lished that  more effective peacekeeping 
machinery can be created , given the support of the great powers. There  is litt le 
doub t th at  this  machinery is needed to help the  small and medium powers, but
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recognition of the fact  th at  i t would also benefit the big powers lias been slow in
coming. The argument of these  remarks, then, is that  it is in the intere st of all 
natio ns to strengthen the  United Nations’ abili ty to keep the peace and reduce  
the  cause of violence. Recent events in the Middle Ea st have aga in demon
strate d that  there is no other alterna tive .

Air. Hamilton. To each of you, we feel your comments are very 
helpful and constructive to the committee.

We will begin now with questions by members of the two commit
tees. I will ask Chairman Frase r to begin.

Excuse me. The committee will recess while the members go to vote, 
and we will resume as soon as we come back.

["Brief recess.]
Mr. Hamilton. The committee will come to order.
Chairman Fraser , you may continue.

CHINESE POLICY

Mr. F raser. Mr. Herz. you said that China dis trusts peacekeeping in 
general. Can you enlighten us any fur ther as to the underlying con
siderations in that attitude?

Mi-. Herz. I  think one can conjecture as to their  motivations. As you 
know, the Chinese have looked at the joint  role of the United States 
and the Soviet Union in the Middle Eas t as what they call “super
power hegemony.” I t is only the fact that the ini tiative  for this peace
keeping operation came from the nonalined tha t made them acquiesce. 
They did not participate in the voting and they made certain state
ments about this  operation.

I believe that it is reasonable to suppose tha t they will look at future 
peacekeeping operations very much in the light of the desires of the 
nonalined world, the countries that  call themselves nonalined. This is. 
as they see it. the ir constituency and they would not wish to be classed 
with the United States and the Soviet Union in terms of the kind of 
negotiations that preceded the cease-fire in the Middle East, and prob
ably in future  situations they would wish to keep thei r options  open.

I might add. I see it as being in  the American interest to facilitate 
for the Chinese the keeping open of these options and not to force 
them into a situation where they may have to voice larger objections.

Mr. F raser. One of my colleagues, on the way over to vote raised this 
question: Suppose China had vetoed the Security Council resolution?

Mr. H erz. "Well, it is very hard  to speculate. It  would have been a 
blow to the cause of peace in the Middle East and it  is hard to see how 
this operation could have been launched with the relat ive effectiveness 
and dispatch which attended its launching.

PEACEKEEPING ROLE

Mr. F raser. Professor  Bloomfield, in your prepared statement, you 
said “equally to the point is a s tepped up peacekeeping capacity likely 
to be misused by other states in pursuit  of their racial, ethnic, or 
ideological convictions rathe r than  for the real cases of clear inte r
state aggression.”

It has not been clear to me. from what you said, th at you were look
ing for a role that  went beyond what has been called this morning 
“no-fault peacekeeping.” Were you suggesting a peacekeeping role 
tha t would be beyond that ?
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“N o-fau lt,” I  assum e, means pea cekeep ing in which the re has been 
some kin d of arr an ge me nt  which wou ld pe rm it the  en try  of a peace
keeping force.

Mr. Bloomfield. I  myself  don ’t see very good prospects  at  th is  
his tor ic stage fo r wh at I  would call  coercive peacekeeping, if  I  can 
change  the  ca tegory. N o-f ault is a v ery  good des cription of  the  way th e 
U N . has  appro ached acts  of aggression over a 20-year per iod . You  
do n’t sing le out th e aggressor , or  it  is very ha rd  to. Bu t it  seems to 
me the oth er issue is wh eth er the in tern at iona l machinery fal ls 
into the  cat egory  of  police powers, as we underst and them in a con
sti tu tio na l sense, or  wheth er it is som eth ing  else. I  th ink the re is a 
majo r thr esh old  we have  not crossed, and I  am not sur e we should or 
when  we should , which goes un de r the  nam e of collective securi ty, 
rep ell ing  aggression with “artic le 43” mili ta ry  forces. We  hav e had 
tro ub le  even ge tti ng  a  couple of observe rs into a troubled  area befo re 
wa r break s out.

T see th is whole proce ss as inv olv ing  th ree  levels. We have no t been 
good lately  at  th is rel ative ly easy level of sim ple  obse rva tion; in fact  
it has g otten worse.

The second level is noncoercive, no -fa ult  peacekee ping. Th is is 
whe re we are . and  w hat  we are  ta lk in g ab out  tod ay.

The th ird level wou ld be tru e collective  securi ty, or  coercive peace
keep ing.  Ex cept  fo r the  K ore an act ion  o f 1950 and the  t ail  end of  the 
Cong o opera tion, there is ne ith er  the  disposit ion  to do th is nor ap 
pr op ria te  ma chine ry in existence. I  t hi nk  i t is m uch too earlv  to  c ross 
that, bri dge un til  we can do a be tte r job wi th the  othe r two  lower 
levels. Th at  is my  view.

Mr.  F raser. So th at  the problem  of  misuse at th at  level would 
no t------

Mr.  Bloomfteld. Wel l, the  problem of  misuse could well arise . A fter  
all,  i f you t hink  back to  the Congo operat ion , in which G ener al Rikhve 
was in tim ately  involved—T visi ted th at  opera tion and  tri ed  to  stu dy  
it at th.e time —there  were some c on tri bu tin g cou ntr ies  who T t ho ug ht  
were  about to  misuse it. These contr ibuto rs were  nlav ing th ei r own 
games in th e a rea to  su pp or t one o r an oth er  fac tion . T his is one form  of  
misuse. Fo rtu na te ly , t ha t was overcome by  a very strong, eve n-handed 
exerc ise of au thor ity  by the  Secre tar y General, his  m ili ta ry  adv iser , 
and h is repr ese nta tive in  the  area .

T could conceive of  a majo rity in the Gen eral  Assembly at some 
point  dec idin g th at  a peac ekeepin g force should go into Rho des ia 
and  peacekeep. Bu t to th a t majo rit y pea cekeep ing migh t well mean 
politi ca lly  empow erin g the black majo rit y,  and  coe rcing the whi te 
mino rity which ille gal ly took power. Bu t th at  would be smuggling 
in a punit ive  opera tion unde r the  guise of noncoercive peacekee ping.

T th ink th at  would kill whate ver  chances  th ere  are for TAS. su pport  
of  the  org ani zat ion , and  migh t also endang er peace in the  world 
by ope ning the'd oo r to forci ng  a ny pol itical change a majo rity mi gh t 
wan t. T th ink th at  dang er  can be avoided  bv adop tin g the  pos ition  
the  Un ite d State s has argu ed again st in pr inc ipl e fo r several years, 
that  is, Securitv  Counc il being the  only  rea lis tic  agency th at  can 
launch  these ope rations .
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GENERAL RIKI IY E’s PEACEKEEPING ROLES

Mr. Fraser. General Rikhye, you were the military adviser to the 
Secretary General. Was tha t your principal involvement in peace
keeping? Tha t is, you were not in charge of peacekeeping forces in 
the field?

General Rikhye . I  was on several occasions given specific assign
ments where I had direct responsibility for the peacekeeping opera 
tion or peacekeeping missions as well. While I was mil itary  adviser, 
I went out and carried out several individual  and collective missions 
for the Secretary General.

* Mr. Fraser. In  point of view of being in New York as military 
adviser with a peacekeeping operation underway, what kind of  prob
lems do you see that  are most acute from the point of view of a com
mander in control; logistically, what kind of impression do you get 
running the operation from New York?

General R ikhye. The greatest difficulty we have already overcome; 
that is, there is a good deal of expertise within the Secretariat now, 
which was not the case when I  first joined the  Secretaria t. Since then 
we have had considerable experience and I  think we see this presently 
manifested in the present setting  up of the U.N. force. There is, 
however, a lack of adequate support in the matter of logistics.

The Secre tariat has considerable experience but does not have the 
means to handle logistics. For  instance, in this case the United 
Nations force has already been in the field for quite some time and 
they have no logistics support at all. The troops had to bring every
thing  with them from Cyprus or from thei r country of origin, and 
it was only a week ago, or less than tha t, tha t an agreement in pri n
ciple was arrived at between Canada and Poland as to the distribution 
of logistics responsibilities but the logistics yet have to be introduced. 
This is the kind of capability which T think the United Nations can 
build and should have access to so tha t i t can support  the troop efforts.

LOGISTICS PROBLEMS

Mr. F raser. By logistics you are not only including military support 
but such things  as food, also?

General Rikhye . Everyth ing. The United  Nations has no bases
* of its own o ther than to use bases tha t exist, as in this case, it was 

Cyprus. So the first troops sent out from Cyprus were required to 
take with them sufficient amounts of food. It  is not possible to keep 
a sustained operation by requiring infantry  units or companies to

* take thei r food for even 1 month. They don’t have the personnel to 
store it. or account for it. or lift it. That  is the kind of difficulty the 
United Nations continues to face.

MILITA RY  capability in secretariat

The second area which is missing is the military advice capability  
in the Secretariat.  There again I do wish to  compliment the Secre
tar iat  because there are a number of political officers who have gained 
considerable political experience by directing peacekeeping operations 
in the past and, therefore , they have been able to take care of  i t and 
not allow the thing to f all down. But in the absence of utilization of
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milita ry staff, the Secretary General has no military expertise avail
able to him at all.

There are a number of situations that have arisen in the Middle East  
situation where expertise at the Secretariat level would have been very 
useful.

For  instance, we have seen on television here the method of deploy
ment of troops around the tent where the meetings have been held be
tween the Arabs and the Israeli generals, and one of the first principles 
we have learned from our experience is that  you must not use bayonets 
on the rifles. That is a close quar ter weapon and should only be used 
when troops are used in close quar ter battle. This is not a close quarter 
battle  at all. The only person harmed was the public relations office 
of the Egypt ian Government.

These are very small things but somebody should be a t the Secre
tar iat  who is worrying about these things and getting  instructions to 
the troops.

We also had fisticuffs between the Israeli  and the U.N. troops. This 
could be very harmful.

So these directions, directions in detail and depth have to be worked 
out at the United Nations. The Security Council issues a resolution 
and then the Secretary General makes out his political directive to the 
Force Commander, but somebody has to write a field directive.

Mr. Fraser. Can’t the Force Commander do that?
General Rikhye. More time is spent on diplomatic matters than 

milit ary matters. This is an inherent weakness in the U.N. peacekeep
ing situation. The solution arr ived at between the United States and 
the Soviet Union places the  responsibility for the implementation of 
the cease-fire on the Force Commander. The Force Commander is 
carry ing out very h igh level sensitive diplomatic negotiations and has 
little time to direct the force.

Mr. Fraser. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Hamilton. Mr. Buchanan.

appreciation for testimony

Mr. Buchanan. I am wearing two hats this morning.
I would like to thank the distinguished witnesses. I don't believe I  

have any questions of them, and I  don’t suppose it would be proper to 
ask questions of myself.

I think each of you has made a valuable contribution, and. Gen
eral, I think  the thrust of your argument is well taken. This present 
situation has pointed up the need for the peacekeeping machinery, and 
I appreciate the thrus t of your remarks.

I did not know whether the Department would fully pass everything 
I had to say or not. We negotiate with the Department of State out 
of New York the way we negotiate with foreign powers and we think 
we make the foreign policy at the U.N. and they think they make the 
foreign policy. I am not sure who does, but I d idn’t speak officially for 
the mission there  or for the Department of State.

I must compliment again their work there. Mr. Herz, I mentioned 
the Ambassadors and  I would also like to praise others with whom I  
have been working in New York such as David Stottlemeyer, Robert 
Kitchen , and John  Sauls. They also do a fine job for our country.

Thank you.
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Mr. Hamilton. Mr. Wilson.
Mr. Wilson. I have a question for Mr. Buchanan, since he can t ask 

himself a question.
I was very impressed by your description of the very strong initia tive 

taken by the nonalined countries. I would like to know, and I ask 
this question, of course, because of my concern with Israel 's lack of 
confidence in the United Nations, which I think  is in some stages 
justified and in some stages perhaps not.

But at what stage of the war did the nonalined countries begin to  
take this strong initiat ive?

Mr. Buchanan. I think  I most fac tually could answer tha t at the 
time there came a confrontation of the superpowers, there came a pro
posal from India,  Indonesia, Panama, Sudan and Yugoslavia for the 
formation of the emergency force. I suppose there are many ways one 
can interpret  the same set of facts, but there did come a proposal from 
these nations at a time when there appeared to be a threatened con
frontation between two superpowers.

Second, I would point up t ha t a compromise on funding was offered 
by Brazil and Canada and others were helpful as well. Our committee 
vice chairman from Iran asserted leadership with 77 nonalined and 
their support of this compromise of the avoidance of politicizing 
the issue and of any kind of bias in the result of our action. So I t hink  
one has to come down with the proposition tha t whatever bias may 
exist in terms of rhetoric and whatever danger there may be for  the 
use of the U.N. machinery for some less than impartial role, that this 
simply has not been the case in this instance. The fact is that the orga
nization has come down p laying a key role in solving a difficult crisis 
and in setting up the machinery which might keep the peace and keep 
the momentum of peace going forward. This would be my own in ter 
pretation. I understand that there might be those tha t would feel that 
the tide of battle  had  tu rned in I srae l’s direction when all this began.

I will let the gentleman speak for himself, if that  is what he is 
getting at.

ISRAELI VIEW OF U .N .

Mr. Wilson. Yes, it was. I asked the same question yesterday of 
Ambassador Yost and would you agree that , if Israel is to really make 
the kind of concessions tha t will be necessary for peace in the area, 
tha t it is necessary for  them to have a l ittle confidence in the United 
Nations, tha t the United Nations has some concern for a war in the 
Middle Eas t in times other than  when Israel is winning it? Tha t is 
a very real—they are accused often of paranoia  in this area but it 
seems to me they have received some pretty emphatic justification to 
this and that, in my opinion, is going to be a big  problem in terms of 
Israeli  acceptance of these concessions tha t we feel are necessary.

I was hoping your answer would be the nonalined nations took the 
initiative when the war started when the outcome was uncertain.

Mr. Buchanan. I would say the nonalined nations have played a 
key role from the  beginning. I would not raise the charge they began 
when things started going Israe l’s way. I think subsequent"actions 
have underlined the fac t there was an honest effort to play a meaning
ful role in a very dangerous and difficult crisis and tha t the nonalined 
nations were involved at critical points  of leadership a t each step along 
the way. This is my interpre tation  of what happened.
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I would say further  I  would not want to put  the underline on the 
bias, either, as I  said, our critics say th at we are biased one way and 
critics of the U.N. might well say they are biased another way.

Wha t I meant to say, however, was something positive, notwith
standing that  such charges can and have been raised.

The organization came thro ugh in this  crisis well. Israel and Arab 
countries alike could support the funding proposition, for example, 
and I think the organization demonstrated it can play an impartial 
peacekeeping function.

I would say further, if I may put. on my other hat  as a Member of 
Congress, that I think the whole world needs to understand tha t th is 
Nation firmly supports the righ t of Israel to exist and to exercise 
the normal rights  of sovereign nations and I think this Government 
has demonstrated tha t and will do so in the future. I think  the Soviets 
need to understand thi s and all the Arab countries need to understand 
this, th at we simply are not  going to abandon Israel’s rights and basic 
interests as a nation in terms of her survival and her righ t to live 
and the  r igh t of her people to enjoy the normal rights of a sovereign 
people and nation.

Everyone in the world must understand this. This is what is perhaps 
most im portan t to Israel,  that  tha t nation knows she does have firm 
support from this Nation so far as her safety and survival is concerned. 
But I think at the same time we can in many ways show positive 
friendship for the other people involved there because tha t friend
ship does exist on the part of our country and I again would like to 
reitera te tha t whatever may be the case about other things, there 
was definitely statesmanship shown by Arab countries as well as by 
others in this situation, including Egypt  and Jordan, who were directly 
involved in the conflict.

W H EN  DID ARAB STATES SHOW  STAT ES MA NS HIP

Mr. W ilson. I don’t want to belabor it and I  appreciate everything 
you have said, but again, did the Arab countries show any statesman
ship before they started losing the war?

Mr. B uchanan. Tha t is very difficult, I will say to the gentleman. 
You get into a definition of what constitutes statesmanship. The 
Egyptian  Ambassador said in response to the concept that the Arab 
nations were aggressors in this conflict tha t one can’t be an aggressor 
if he is attempting to put his foot in his own door.

Many of us fe lt very st rongly about the military action beginning 
on a Holy Day as well as other  aspects of this thing, but thei r point 
of view was they were simply tryin g to recapture and. from th eir poin t 
of view, liberate thei r own territo ry. From their  point of view I don’t 
know that they would consider th is an act of aggression whether we 
might or not.

I would say they certainly  clearly fought  with courage and then, 
when they had the votes in the United Nations to do whatever they 
wanted to do they showed statesmanship. We need to understand th is : 
If  the Egyptians and the other Arab nations had called upon the 
people they can call upon in the U.N. and said, “Let’s brand Israel 
as the aggressor, let’s cut ourselves out of any share of funding, let’s 
really fix th is thing  up,” they might well have succeeded. I think the 
great weakness of the United Nations is the people who have the votes
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are no t necessarily the people who hav e the wealth and power in the 
world , and the re are  ce rta in  gro ups of nat ion s, non alined , which  can  
win  any  vote  which the y see fit to win  if  they  wa nt  to  be ha rd lin e 
eno ugh abo ut it.

HO PE  FOR TH E U .X .

The gr ea t hope of the  Un ite d Na tio ns  is when these na tio ns  th at 
have the  pow er show the  sta tes ma nship  th at  I  believe was shown in 
th is  situa tio n. I believe the whole str en gth of  the Un ite d Na tions 
org aniza tio n depends on sta tesma nship  show n by nonalined na tio ns  
an d such  na tions  as some of  the  Arab na tions  I  have men tioned.

You know I wou ld say th is  experience has demo nst rated th at  w hile  
the y ha d the  votes—and I  am ce rta in  t ha t is t he  case—th at they  used 
th ei r influence in a way  t hat  b rought a p osi tive resu lt t hat can lead to 
a new hop e f or  peace. I  find  th at  very  encoura gin g an d ve ry s ignificant .

I do n' t th in k it would be in Is ra el ’s intere st,  even if  it  were  i n he r 
pow er under p res en t ci rcum stances , to  des troy E gy pt , to  destroy  S yr ia  
an d win  a t otal  m ili ta ry  victory. I  do n’t believe t hat  to  be in t he  Is rael i 
int ere st,  or  ours , either . Th ere fore,  I  th in k wh at we need  to  do is es
tabl ish  the  peace. I th in k the nonalined nat ions, inc lud ing  a  g roup  of  
the Arab nations  and  the  Un ite d Na tio ns  Or ganiz ati on  its elf  has 
pla yed a key role i n a be tte r chance for, and more m omentum to wa rd,  
the  establ ishment of  peace in  t he  M idd le Ea st th an  I  p ersonally hav e 
witnessed in man y years, and I  am  cautious ly, bu t tho rou gh ly op tim is
tic , abo ut the pro spects  and wh at has been demo nstra ted  by the  or ga 
nizatio n.

Air. W ilson . I f  it  is no t too  time-consumin g, I  would like  to ask  i f 
an y oth er witnesses would  lik e to  addre ss th at  ques tion.

PRAGMA TIC VIEW  OF U .N . ACTION

Mr. ITerz. May I take th is op po rtu ni ty  to say  the  sta tem ent Con 
gressm an Bu chanan  made  befo re is one I  would subscribe to. I  am 
re fe rr in g to your leadoff sta tem ent . Th ere  is no question but th at  you 
ar tic ul ated  the pos ition no t only  of yourself and your  del ega tion  bu t 
of  our  Govern men t.

I would comment on Congressman  W ilson 's question in more g ene ral  
term s. I th ink perha ps what you are  suggest ing  is th at  in ou r sa tis 
fac tion th at  the Un ited Na tions has been able  to  ac t con stru ctiv ely , we 
should not  be led into a s tat e o f eu phori a abo ut the  poss ibi lity  o f peace 
kee ping op era tions in the futu re . C er tai nly  we must  work to  make th em  
possible,  we must do e ve rything  possible in ou r n egoti ations to remove 
obstacles to peacekeep ing operatio ns.  But. when you look a t the  hi sto ry  
of  conflict  in the  past decade, you will find th at  whenever one of 
the big powers finds it to its  int ere st th at a confli ct con tinu e, there 
is no possibil ity  of involvemen t of the  Security Council. I  am re fe r
ring  to the  conflict in Vietnam  in which a numb er of  times we tr ie d 
to  b rin g the  matter befo re the Council  and  were th war ted by pe rm a
nent m embers of  the Counc il.

BANGLADESH SIT UA TIO N

I am also re fe rri ng  to the  Banglad esh  sit ua tio n.  As you know, we 
tri ed  to tranquil ize  the  sit ua tio n by a resolu tion  which was vetoed by
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the  Soviets. They tri ed  t o int rod uce  a resolu tion  w hich  was vetoed hv 
the People's Rep ubl ic of China.  In  the  Middle Eas t—p erha ps  I am 
elaborati ng  on wha t you are sayin g—clear ly the  T nited Na tions did  
no t at  firs t cut a fav ora ble  figure . The wa r was going on and  the 
Sec uri ty Council was unable to act. Had  th is situat ion  con tinu ed.  I 
th ink the  U.N . would have gotten a very black eye. As it tu rned  out. 
when the  situa tio n evolved on the  gro und to such an ex ten t th at  it 
became necessary fo r the  Un ite d State s and  the Soviet Un ion  to con
sult bi la tera lly  and when the  bas is was lai d fo r an arm istice,  and 
when  it the n looked  as tho ugh th is sit ua tio n migh t come ap ar t and 
th at  regret tably the re migh t hav e been a possibili ty of un ila ter al  
in ter vent ion —at th at  point the nonal ign ed cou ntr ies  came fo rw ar d 
con struct ive ly and created the  pos sib ilit y fo r the  U N . to inte rpose 
itse lf.

At  t ha t t ime , when the fighting  had  reac hed  tha t pa rt icul ar  po int , it 
was possib le fo r the  U N . to act, But  i t was also qui te clea r th at  sto p
ping  the  fighting  or  interp osing  forces at  a pa rt icul ar  po int or line 
where any  pa rty sees a tac tic al adv antag e, is very difficult.

To the  ex ten t you imp lied  a c ert ain  amo unt  of skep ticism abo ut the  
gene ral pro posit ion  th at  the  U.N . will invo lve itself , or th at  the  
nonal igned major ity  can be counted  on to act  con stru ctiv ely , to th at  
extent  T would subscribe  to th at  skeptic ism. Bu t I  do not  th in k it 
de tra cts  from  the  h ea rte ning  outcome which was due to active sta tes 
ma nsh ip on the  p ar t of  individual mem bers  o f t he  U nit ed  Nat ions.

U .N . ONLY ONE  DEVICE FOK PEACE

Mr.  B loomfield. I  th ink T have a s lig ht ly diff erent answer  th an  Mr. 
Her z’, Congressman Wilson. In  looking ahe ad to what would con
sti tu te  a viab le package tow ard  a sett lem ent  or the  beg inn ing  of  a 
sett lem ent  to the  27-year-o ld Mid dle  Ea ste rn  Ar ab -Is rael i conflict, 
it seems to  me to requ ire  a vari ety  of devices.

The  device  we are  spe aking  about is U.N. peacekee ping. Bu t the  
U.N. is not the  only source of  devices th at  rep resent  more  tha n the  
pa rti es  fac ing  each oth er,  the re are , of  course oth er devices. There  
are exam ples  since W orl d W ar  IT of  joint  pa trol lin g by great  powers 
in Berlin , and Vie nna . Also  the re are  examples of jo in t pa tro ls of 
dem ilitariz ed areas bv  the  parti es.  In  fac t, there  migh t be a be tte r 
chance o f that  than of purel y U.N . forces in some o f the  circumstances  
I can envision in a M idd le E as t package.

There  a re also possibilit ies  of remote  control surv eill ance of borders* 
or dem ilit arized  zones. So I  thi nk  we o ught to loosen up our  think ing 
and no t h ave  a solu tion  dep end  on the  viab ili ty  of a permanent U.N . 
peaceke eping op era tion, since th ere  are some o the r possibili ties  as well.

Now,  Is ra el ’s ra th er  hos tile  view of  the U.N .. as I th ink you said , 
has  some good a nd bad rea sons.  I  am very sym pathe tic  to  the ir  fee ling 
th at  a m ajor ity  can alw ays  be mustered again st Is rael  in the  Security  
Co un cil : I  take  thi s as an un fo rtu na te  fact  o f life . On the  o ther  ha nd , 
Isr ael has , I  th ink,  become a b it pa rano id  abo ut U.N. pea cekeep ing on 
the gro un d and I  th in k th at  has de tra cte d from he r own interests .

SOUTH ASIA SIT UA TIO N

T would j us t lik e to  add one more p oin t. M ar tin  H erz  ment ioned E as t 
Pa ki stan  and Bangladesh.  Th at  seems to me an example of  a case
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where the kind of influence only the U.S. Government could have 
extended when its ally Pakistan  was suppressing self-determination in 
Eas t Pakistan, might have averted a very bloody war. I think the 
fact tha t the U.S. Government objected and* blamed other grea t powers 
when the fighting finally broke out in December is scandalous, given 
the fact tha t only the United States had sufficient influence with  the 
Government of Pakistan during the 6 months th at preceded it to have 
perhaps avoided the ultimate tragedy.

With  all respect to my friend, Mr. Herz, I  t hink  that  is a very bad 
example of U.S. rectitude, but an excellent example of the need for 
conflict prevention. We have been talking here only about bandaids, 
not surgery for drastic solutions. We have said nothing about causes. 
Both the Middle East, where the refugee problem has festered for 27 
years, and Eas t Pakis tan where issues of self-determination and even 
genocide were essentially ignored during the prewar period, seem to 
me marvelous cases in point for the vitally important tasks of con
flict prevention. Such tasks are not all t ha t impossible, as ample evi
dence can demonstrate.

I hope you hold hearings on tha t subject sometime, gentlemen, be
cause it may be a most impor tant subject in  the long run.

EXPECT ATION S OF PEAC EK EE PIN G

General Rikhye . Sir, the expectations of Is rael and E gyp t with re
gard  to U.X. peacekeeping are identical. In  the case of UNEF -I , Israel 
expected that the United Nations force would be able to keep the peace 
by all means available, and now Egypt has requested th at  a United 
Nations force be introduced into the  area toward the same end, that  
peace would be enforced in that  area.

We have seen the development of the U.N. peacekeeping force has 
been in a different direction. We have seen in the case of UNEF -I  pa r
ticular ly as far as Israel was concerned, pa rtly stemming from certain 
action on their own part, that  they refused permission to the force to 
be deployed on this terri tory . This created certain problems for the 
Secretary  General tha t once the force had been deployed only on 
Egyptian  terr itory , he could not permit contact between the force and 
Israel because consent of Egypt was required in every instance and the 
only contact ever made was through a small liaison staff in Tel Aviv. 
Quite often the commander of UN EF was not allowed to go into 
Israel. The Secretary General preferred to make contacts w ith Israe l 
at New York, because of the difficulties he ran into every time he al
lowed his commander or his chief of staff to go to Tel Aviv and see 
their  opposite numbers in the Israel defense headquarters

Subsequently, when the force was asked to withdraw, Secretary U 
Than t again proposed to  the Government of Israel  t ha t the force be 
deployed on the Is raeli side. This, of course, was not agreed to for the 
same reasons as in the first instance and the force was withdrawn.

We have here a very clear example-----

ISRAELI REFUSAL IN  PAST

Mr. W ilson. Would you go over that  again? When the Egyptian s 
asked the U.N. force to  withdraw in 1967, the U.N. then asked I srael  
if they could perform there ?
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General Rikiiye. Yes, sir.
Mr. W ilson. Tha t is a general ly unknown fact and very im portant . 

Israe l would not let them ?
General Rikiiye. They said for various reasons they could not 

accept it. In 1950 they would not agree to it again.
Mr. Wilson. What were the reasons given ?
General Rikiiye . The reasons given to Secretary General Ham- 

marskjo ld were the Israeli preventative action was brought about by Egyptian raids across their  border and. therefore , the United Nations 
function was to prevent those raids, and there was a failure to take, 
preventive actions. The Arabs had kept a sustained war against I srael 
and, if this could be stopped, there was no further  need for them to 
go to war and they were, therefore, not prepared to have the United 
Nations on the ir side. The responsibility was for  the United Nations to keep the Egyptians from coming into their terr itory .

As has been so able and aptly described by Congressman Buchanan, 
I think the U.N. has played a very impor tant role. But the analysis 
of developing the whole process of this peacekeeping machinery is, I 
think, interesting. I  think it is beginning to typif y what we can expect 
from the United Nations.

We saw in the first instance tha t two superpowers were directly 
involved in this si tuation because of the ir friendship and alliance and 
support of respective governments, and when war broke out the United 
Nations, whose peacekeeping capability had been frozen over the 
years, felt no initiative could be taken until such time as the two great 
powers themselves wished to have some action taken. I t is very in ter
esting to note tha t this only developed afte r Mr. Kissinger and 
Chairman Brezhnev reached a certain arrangement in regard to there  
being a cease-fire.

Mr. Hamilton. I f I may in terrupt, I understand Professor Bloom
field has to leave to catch an airplane. If  you do have to leave you may do so.

Mr. Bloomfield. Please forgive me for doing so.
Mr. Hamilton. That  is perfectly all right.

NE ED  consent of big powers

General Rikitye. The point I am trying to make, Mr. Chairman, 
is that the Securi ty Council recognizes the fact and the United Nations 
recognizes the fact now, certainly, that no peacekeeping action is pos
sible until such time as there is either consent, or at least tacit consent, 
of the great  powers. And a new U.N. operation has only come off the 
ground once the great powers agreed tha t they did wish to have one.

Now we have seen a very interest ing cycle; during  the cold war 
period the thru st was tha t the nonalined should assume primary  
responsibility for developing peacekeeping and we, fortunately, had 
a Secretary General who took up the initiative and used it to the best 
advantage. But once the cold war was diminishing and there was a 
detente, or at least a better understanding was coming, we saw the 
other side of the coin where the great powers would not agree to any 
serious initiative  by the nonalined and. therefore, there was little help for developing any peacekeeping action.

The Middle East has this  time. I  th ink, brought us to a more p rag
matic approach, if I may put it that way, which is the recognition of
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the fact tha t great powers' approval is essential and that  the great 
powers themselves are unable to develop peacekeeping, tha t they do 
require the support of the nonalined and, as Congressman Buchanan 
said, certainly the nonalined in th is instance, as in many instances in 
the past, like the Congo, have shown great statesmanship and the ir 
initiative needs encouragement.

PO SS IB LE  OP TI ON S

If  T may say, sir, I would also like to make some remarks following 
what Professor Bloomfield said that  there are other options, too, and

* it is not necessary always to go to the United  Nations. I think one 
should briefly look at them. We have now had experiences of two 
multinational peacekeeping operations in Indo China and they both 
suffered from one very serious weakness, which is tha t in both in-

• stances the re was a great  absence of a higher echelon to  which they 
could report and obtain direction. I think both the supervisory units 
have done an admirable job within this limita tion but serious weak
nesses remain.

Anothe r interesting development in the past few years is increasing 
reliance on certain organizations, the Organization  of American States 
and the Organization of African Unity. Tn both instances we have 
seen that  the peacekeeping and peacemaking efforts which they have 
developed have identical weaknesses to tha t of the United Nations, 
and more, than what the United Nations capability has been.

So I believe tha t when a situation develops like the one th at we 
had in the Middle East,  the best answer was the  way it was finally 
resolved, and I also have much hope tha t we would continue to de
velop the U.N. system tha t not only keeps the lid on the situation, 
because we have found from our experience in the U.N. th at it is not 
enough to simply peacekeep, but also it is essential to develop a peace
making machinery at the same time.

C H IN E SE  VI EW

Here, if  I  might say T have been exploring particularly the attitude 
of the Chinese, about which certain remarks were made here by Mr. 
Herz. My own personal observations are that they—the Chinese—are 

> primarily taking  the view of many of the nonalined nations,  the  third
world nations, which is tha t they do not want the U.N. machinery 
to be used to simply to put  a lid on a situation. They feel th at when 
peacekeeping operations are employed, it  must immediately develop a 
peacemaking machinery with it and if, for unavoidable reasons the 
peacemaking machinery does not get off the ground, then in the ir view 
the United Nations peacekeeping operation should cease to exist be
cause they believe in a period of revolution and a change.

We have also seen the voting patte rn in which they have increasing
ly provided support for liberation movements and so on. So, in other 
words, to them the use of violence in bringing  about a change is  an 
acceptable method and, therefore, the use of peacekeeping machinery 
is only temporary so tha t it is possible to make the peace.

Thank you. Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Hamilton. Mr. Gilman.
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CONTROL PROBLEMS

Air. Gilman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
General, with regard to the controls you talked about in your s tate

ment, most of those controls appeared to be administrative  matte rs, is 
tha t not so ? Are they due to lack of financing or internal administra 
tive structure ?

General Rikhye. The primary weakness which exists is tha t a peace
keeping operation only is born from the time the approval is given or 
an authorization is given to it by the Security Council. Until  tha t time 
even though the Secretary General and the Secretariat may anticipate 
tha t a peacekeeping operation is about to take place, they have no *
authorizat ion to carry out any prepara tion. This is an inherent weak
ness. Where this  has been somewhat offset has been the fact that  since 
establishing the first U.N. Emergency Force, the Secretary General 
has been able to take advantage of th at operation to support the next *
one. so the Congo was supported primarily by UNEF -I—the first 
group of staff officers and the Swedish groups were flown out of 
UN EF -I.  They were available and taken from there. The same in the 
case of Cyprus;  we largely used UNEF -I  to establish the Cyprus 
operation. Of course the British  troops were there already. And now 
in the Atiddle East the second U NE F; the first troops were taken out 
of Cyprus  and the United Nations was also able to transfe r its  experi
enced chief of staff' of UNTSO to be the commander of this force.

But these are all handaid arrangements, and one of the very serious 
drawbacks is the fact that the officers and men who have served the 
U.N. flag in very large numbers leave the United Nations with a slight 
disillusion, and it is primarily because the management part—which 
includes command and control, communications, logistics—has been 
lacking. Certainlv these peacekeeping forces have served a political 
purpose and I think  everybody who has served in the  United Nations 
realizes this, that  they are there  primarily to serve a diplomatic pur
pose and if thev have achieved the ir objectives they have served well.

But, at the same time, I think  something like 200.000 officers and men 
who have served under various U.N. flags, coming from different coun
tries, something like a t least 50 nations, have gone back not with the 
confidence in the  organization  which they should have.

unep-i <
Mr. Gilman. What was the life of U NEF -I  ? "When did it come into 

existence and how long was it in existence ?
General Rikiiye. It came into existence toward the end of 1956, soon *

afte r the arrangements were made for the cessation of hostilities in the 
Suez war. As you recall, the British  and French had landed in the 
Suez Canal and Israeli forces came down from Sinai. Soon af ter tha t 
the UNEF -I  was established. I t was our first experience of m ilitary 
personnel in a peaceful role.

Mr. Gttatan. Bid UNEF -I  still exist unt il the time of creation of 
UN EF-TI?

General R ikiiye. No, it was withdrawn Mav 1S, 1967, when Pres i
dent Nasser requested tha t the United  Nations Emergencv Force be 
withdrawn in view of the dangerous situation tha t existed at tha t 
time between Israel and Egypt.
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Mr. Gilm an . T he  Congo  expedit ion  and the Cy prus  po lic ing  were 
subsequen t to th at ?

General R ik hte . Ye s; they  were subsequen t to  t ha t. The Cong o op 
era tio n star ted in Ju ly  1960 by Se curity Council  res olu tion an d at  its  
peak ha d ove r 20,000 officers and  m en an d it  was finally with draw n in 
1964 when t he  si tua tio n h ad  suffic iently stabil ized fo r a  ce ntr al gove rn
ment in th e Congo to look af te r i ts own affairs , a nd  th e Congolese  Go v
ern me nt ha d made bi la te ra l arr angeme nts  to tak e care of the law  an d 
orde r si tuati on  fro m t hat  time  on.

The Cy prus  force was  establ ished in  1963 soon af te r the Bri tish
* troops were  fir st call ed to ass ist in maintena nce  of law  and ord er.  

Al tho ugh there was a fo ur -p ar ty  agreem ent , the Tu rk ish  and Greek 
force s agr eed  m utu all y th at , because  of  t he  f igh tin g betw een th ei r re 
spec tive  commun ities , they  should  no t pa rti cipa te , and the fo ur th

«. elem ent was a mili ta ry  forc e of Cy prus  which never came into ex ist 
ence because of the  disagr eem ent  between the two  commun ities . So 
the b urden fel l on the  troops  f rom  Bri ta in  and it was the Bri tis h who 
brou gh t th e m at ter to  the  U.N.

Mr. Gilm an . Fr om  1967 to  th e creation o f U N EF—I I  was t he re any  
ad minist ra tiv e capab ili ty  fo r a U.N . peacekee ping force ?

U .N . OR GA NI ZA TION AL  SE TUP

General R ik hte . Th ere  was none. The Un ite d Na tions Se cretar ia t 
is org ani zed  so t hat  there are  two  wings, a politi ca l win g and a field 
service o rga niz ati on  und er  Ge ner al Services. Bo th the  poli tical as well 
as the  ad min ist ra tiv e wings have been doing th is job  fo r a very long 
time , bu t th ei r difficulties are , one, th at  they  are  shor t in manpo wer 
because th ey  have  been pr im ar ily  o rga niz ed to tak e c are  of the  r ou tin e 
miss ions like  the Un ite d Na tions maintaining  an observe r group in  
In di a and Pa kista n,  an  observ er g roup  in  the Middle E as t, and a  sm all 
force in Cypru s. Th ere fore,  the  org aniza tio n is pr im ar ily  gea red  to 
look af te r these sma ll missions. Bu t every tim e the  Un ite d Na tion s is 
called upon to set up  a new force , it  requir es a machine ry it  doesn’t 
have, so the resources o f t he  U ni ted Na tions are  s tre tch ed  to  t he  l imit. 
So tho ugh the Se cretar ia t is hig hly  experienced, it  needs a lot  of 
technica l people  with  m ili ta ry  exper tise , which  is no t usually avai lab le.

* To g ive  a sor t of  example, we ha d in th is case, in the  case of  U N E F - 
I I , troops com ing n ot  only  from Au str al ia , Ire land , bu t also Ca nada  
and Po lan d. Th ere  is a div ers ity  of equ ipm ent  th at  these tro ops will  
br ing to  th e area. I t  means, one needs workshops gear ed  u p fo r repa ir-

t  ing  the  equipment, pa rti cu la rly  vehicles. The pip eline  f or  sp are s is not
there fo r these troops, no t t he re fo r the rad ios  m an ufac tured by thes e 
dif fer ent na tions.  T his  takes t ime.  I t  tak es a w orksho p cap able o f l ook
ing  af te r those thi ngs, and tim e af te r tim e the Un ite d Na tio ns  has 
run into the  problem of  est ab lishin g thes e forces where with in  about 
4 to 6 weeks th e eq uipment begins to w ear  out, th e rad ios don’t op era te,  
the vehicles don’t run, the food  supp ly runs  out . Ag ain I  would  like  
to emphasize there  is no short age of  experience,  an d I  th in k the 
Secre tar y is aw'are o f th ese prob lems, bu t they have n ot  been pro vid ed  
with th e too ls to accompl ish the se ta sks prop erl y.

27-6 16— 74------6



72

ISRAEL I VIEW

Mr.  Gilm an . You men tioned th at  Is rael  became disi llus ioned with 
the  peacekee ping force because of the co nti nu ing  raids  of  the  t er ro ri st  
troops across  th e border. I  believe you were  commander in the  a rea  for 
a whil e. Can you tel l us why the  U.N . force was no t able to preven t 
those ra ids ?

Gener al R ik hy e. I th ink wh at I  said was th at  the  Isr ae li were 
dis illu sioned  because the y expecte d th at  the Un ite d Nations forc e 
wou ld keep the peace. Th e U ni ted  N ations E me rge ncy  F orc e was only  
int roduced af te r the Suez wa r an d it  has a very good record , no t 
because I  com manded it  towa rd  the end,  bu t I  th in k over the  101/2 
years  it  was there  and had several com man ders  from diff eren t coun 
tri es  it  was able to keep the peace  in the Gaz a Str ip  are a as well as 
Sin ai and was able  to assu re fre e pas sage fo r sh ipping  throug h the  
S trai t o f T ira n.

But  t he  exp ectatio n was th at  the presence  of the U.N . as a whole, 
no t only the  U.N. Em erg enc y Force, bu t the  U .N. observe r grou ps em 
ployed  on the Jo rd an  fro nt ier or  the  Sy ria n fro nt ie r or  Lebanese 
fro nt ie r would be ab le to keep the  peace.

While U N EF was com pletely successfu l du rin g the  101/2 yea rs to 
keep the  peace in the  Gaz a a nd  south ern  sector,  there  was  li ttl e peace in 
the  oth er areas, alt ho ug h the Un ite d Na tions presence  was the re.  
Th e only reason why  there was li tt le  peace  in those areas is because 
the re were  only observe rs there  and th ei r task  was simply  to observe 
and rep ort. They had no au thor ity  to police the  lines  as the  Un ite d 
Na tions Eme rge ncy  F orc e had . The Israel i th inking , however , is t hat  
the  U.N . as a whole has fai led  to keep  the peace. Tha t is un de rst an d
able from the ir  po int of  view.

Mr.  Gilm an . Tha nk  you, M r. C hairm an.
Mr. H amilton. An y f ur th er  questions  ?
I f  th ere  a re no objections  we wil l place i n the record  o f the he ar ing 

a recent  ar tic le  by General Rikhye  th at  appeare d in  the New Yo rk 
Times. [See  ap pend ix,  p. 102.]

Mr. H amilton. Gen tlem en, we apprec iat e yo ur  appeara nce  th is 
morning.  Yo u have been ver y he lpf ul .

The subcommittee  stand s adjou rne d.
["Whereupon, at  12 :18 p.m., the subcom mit tee adjou rned .]
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L incoln P almer B loomfield

Lincoln P. Bloomfield, professor of polit ical science at  the  Massachuset ts In
sti tute of Technology, has special interests in U.S. foreig n policy, intern ational 
relations, strategy and  arms control, the United  Nations , and  problems of inte r- 

g dependence. He ini tia ted  M.I.T.’s teach ing and researc h in political aspects of
outer space and developed at  M.I.T. the technique of pol itica l gaming known as 
the RAND/M.I.T. Game.

Born July  7, 1920 in Boston, Dr. Bloomfield received his S.B. degree  from 
Ha rva rd Unive rsity  in 1941. From 1942 to 1946 he was a lieu tenant  in the U.S. 

«. Navy. From 1946 to 1957 he served in various capacities in the U.S. D epartment
of S ta te ; from 1952 to 1957 he was a special assis tan t to the  Ass istant Secre
tary of State.  On leaves of absence from the  government, Dr. Bloomfield received 
from Ha rva rd his M.P.A. degree in 1952 and his Ph. D. in 1956.

Dr. Bloomfield joined the M.I.T. Cente r for Int ern ationa l Studies in 1957. He 
was director  of the  United  Nations Pro jec t from 1957 to 1969, and subsequent ly 
became director  of the Arms Control Project, in which stud ies of issues  of arm s 
control, stra tegy , and foreign policy have been conducted. His most recen t re
search centered on the control of local conflict, including development of the 
CASCON conflict-data computer system being used experimentally by the  U.S. 
Government and the United  Nations . In recen t years he has organized poli tical  
names for M.I.T., the U.S. and other governments , and the Int ern ational Peace  
Academy (Vienna). He now direc ts a Sta te Depar tment-sponsored study of te ch
niques for the analys is of global interdependence.

He is the  autho r of Evolution or Revolution? The U.N. and the Problem of 
Peace ful Terr itorial Change (Harv ard  University Press,  1957), and The United  
Nations and- U.S. Foreign Policy:  A New Look at the National Int ere st (Li ttle , 
Brown:  Boston, revised edition, 1967), and the forthcoming  In  Search of Amer
ican Fore ign Policy: The H umane Use of Power (Oxford University P ress, 1974), 
as well as co-author and editor of Inte rnational Milita ry Forces (Lit tle, Brown, 
1964), revised  as The Poicer To Keep Peace—Today and in a World Wi tho ut 
War  (World  Withou t War Council, 1971) ; Khrushchev and the Arm s Race 
(M.I.T. Press,  Cambridge. 1966). Outer Space: Prospects for Man and Society  
(Pra eger, New York, revised ed., 1968), and Controlling Small Wars: A Strategy  
for  the 1970’s (Knopf, New York. 1969). Dr. Bloomfield is also the autho r of 
numerous arti cles  which have appeared in such publications as the New Yor k 
Times, Newsw eek, Foreign Affai rs, World  Politics, Foreign Policy and The  
American Political Science Review. His monographs and  other wri tings have 
been published by the Foreign Policy Association, Carnegie Endowment for Int er-  

> nat ional Peace, and various newspapers. He is a foreign policy comm entato r on
WGBH-TV and  an occasional columnist for newspapers and magazines.

In July , 1970 Pr esiden t Nixon appointed Professor Bloomfield to the  Pre siden
tia l Commission on the  25th Anniversary of the United  Nations , which presented 
its  repor t to Mr. Nixon in Apri l, 1971. He is  a member of th e Policy Studies Com- 

v  mittee of the  U.N. Association of the U.S.A., and served on several nat ional
policy panels as well as the U.S.-Soviet Par allel panels on nuclear  prol iferation 
and collective security .

Dr. Bloomfield was awarded  two gradua te fellowships a t Harva rd,  a Li tta ue r 
Fellowship in 1952 and a Rockefeller Fellowship in 1954-55, both on leaves of 
absence from the U.S. Departm ent of State. In 1956 he was awa rded the  Chase 
Prize by Ha rva rd University, given for the best disser tation on a  subject tend ing 
to promote world  peace.

In  recent  years he has lectured  on fo reign  af fair s and rela ted  top ics in London, 
Moscow, Geneva, Buchares t, Vienna, Belgrade, Bonn, Anka ra, Ista nbu l. Nicosia, 
Tel Aviv, Jerusalem , Sydney, Canberra, Melbourne, Wellington, and Auckland, 
and has been Visiting Professo r twice  a t the Insti tu te  fo r Gradua te Intern ational 
Studies in  Geneva. In 1969 he served  as  a  consultant to Under Secreta ry of Sta te 
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Richardson, and in 1972 was  named to a two-year term on th e Sta te Department Advisory Committee on I nte rna tional  Organizat ion Affairs. He was appointed in 1971 to a three-year t erm on the  Social Science Advisory Board  of the U.S. Arms Control  and Disa rmament Agency. He also currently serves as a member of the Inte r-Universi ty Consortium for  World  Order Studies and of the Council on Foreign  Re lations Work ing Group on Intern ational Order.Dr. Bloomfield is a member of the American Pol itica l Science Association, the  Council on Foreign Rela tions  (New York), the  Hudson Ins titu te,  and the  In ternat ional Insti tut e for  Strateg ic Studies (London). He is a member of the Board of Editor s of International Organization. He has  been lec turer at  the National War  College (where he is also member of the  Civilian Facu lty Advisory Commi ttee),  Foreign Service Ins titute , Int ern ational Insti tute for Stra tegic Studies, and Cana dian Defense College; a lso he serves  as consultant to the  U.S. Depar tment of State , the U.S. Arms Control and  Disa rmament Agency, to foreign governments, and to the Under Secreta ry General of the United Nations. He is a member of the  Board of Directors of the  United Nations Association of the U.S.A., a nd Form er Director of the  World  Affairs Council of Boston, the In ternat ional Student Associat ion of Gre ater Boston and the  Unitaria n-Universa list  Association.
In 1948 he married Iri ran gi Pamela Coates of New Zealand . They have three children and live in Cohasset, M assachusetts.

J ohn Hall Buchanan, J r.
Republican, of Birmingham, Ala .; born in Par is, Tenn., March 19, 1928; served in the  U.S. Navy during World  Wa r I I ; gradua ted  from Samford Unive rsity  in 1949 w ith majors  in economics and his tory  and did gradua te work in economics at  the University of Vi rg inia; also gradua ted  from Southern Theological Seminary in Louisville; awarded  LL.D. degree by Samford University in 1967; served as pas tor of churches in Tennessee, Virginia , and  Alabama 1952-62; resigned  his church in 1962 to be a Repub lican cand idate for  Congress; 1962-64, served as supply pas tor in the Birmingham ar ea ; director  of finance for the Alabama Republican Pa rty  and chairman of the  Je fferson County Republ ican Commit tee; mar ried  the form er Elizabeth Moore of Birmingham,  Ala.; two children , Elizabeth and Ly nn ; member of the  Republican Congressional Com mittee; member of the House Committee on Foreign Affairs  and House Committee on Government Op era tions; elected to the  89th Congress, November 3, 1964; reelected  to the  90th, 91st, 92d, and  93d Congresses.

Martin F. Herz
Born New York July 9, 1917, educa ted in Vienna, Au str ia;  Oxford, Eng land ;New York. N.Y. (Columbia U, B.S. 1937.) U.S. Army 1941 to 1946, private to major, decorated Bronze Sta r and Purp le Hea rt. Ente red Foreign Service 1946, third  secre tary  Vienna, Austria 1946/48; second secre tary Paris  1950/54, second, *then  fi rst secre tary , Phnom Penh, Cambodia 1955/57; first secre tary,  Tokyo 1957/59 : adviser and special a ssis tan t, Dept. of State, Bureau  of African Affairs, 1960- 1963. Counselor for political affai rs, Tehran, Ira n 1963/7; Dept. of State , country director  for Laos /Cambodia  1967/68; minister-counselor, Saigon, 1968/1970; tdeputy assis tan t secretary for  inte rna tl. organ izatio n affair s, Dept. of State ,1970-.
Received Sta te Department commendable service awa rd 1960; supe rior honor awa rd 1970. Author of “Short  Histo ry of Cambodia” , “Beginnings of the Cold Wa r” and of numerous ar ticles.

J o h n  Marsh a ll  L ee  
(Vice Admiral, ret. Apr. 1973)

Ed ucation : U.S. Naval Academy, 1935; National Wa r College 1957; and USN, 1931-73, line  duties.



Pertin ent assignments : Mili tary Adviser to U.S. Delegat ion, United Nations 
(Charles Yost), 1969-70; and  Ass istant Director, . U.S. Arms Control  and  Dis

arm am ent Agency (1970-73).

Ma j . Ge n . I nd ar  J it  R ik h y e

Born in Lahore on July  30, 1920. He was educa ted at  the Cent ral Model School 
and Government  College Lahore and at  the  Ind ian  Mil itary Academy, Delira  
Dun. He saw active  service during World War  II  in the  Middle East and Italy. 
Following India ’s independence, he par ticipated in the Kashm ir operat ions.

In  October, 1957, he was appointed Commander of the Ind ian  Contingent with 
the  United Nations Emergency Force in Gaza and subsequently  Chief of S taff of 
the Force. On ret urn to Ind ia in February, 1960, he commanded the inf an try  
brigade a t Ladakh.

In  July , 1960, he was appointed Mil itary Adviser to the  Secretary  Genera l of 
the  United  Nations , and was responsib le for the Congo, Ruanda  Urund i, West 
Ira n, Yemen and Cyprus operations. He also carried  out several special missions 
for  the  Secreta ry General.

During the  Cuban cris is he was Special Adviser to the Secretary  General and 
accompanied him to Hava na. He la ter went on an independent mission for  the 
recovery of the remains of the U2 pilot shot  down over Cuba.

After par tic ipa ting in the  Spinelli-Rikliye Mission early in 1965 to Jor dan and 
Israel  he was dispa tched  to establish the United  Nations  Observer Mission in the 
Dominican Republic where he remained unti l the end of the  year. He was ap
pointed Commander of the  United Nations Emergency Force  in the Gaza Str ip 
in Jan uar y, 1966, which was with draw n towards  the end of May, 1967. On his 
ret urn to New York, he was Special Adviser to the Secretary  on Middle East 
Affai rs and retu rned to  his responsibili ties as Military Adviser for 1968.

The United  Nations experience had convinced him of the compelling need for 
practic al transn ationa l tra ining  in violence control and mediation. He found th at  
many othe rs in both official and privat e life had reached the same conclusion. 
In  1967 some of these  concerned individuals joined an exploratory group which 
became the In ternat ion al Peace Academy Committee.

Short ly before leaving the United Nations in Jan uary,  1969, he  reviewed the 
Committee’s ob jectives  and was encouraged to tak e on the assignment as its first 
Chairman. Since then, the Committee’s efforts succeeded in es tablishing  a singula r 
intern ational educational inst itu tion which has att racte d supporters througho ut 
the  world. He was appointed  Preside nt of the International Peace Academy in 
1971.

W il l ia m  E. S chau fele

Ambassador George Bush at  the  U.S. Mission to the U.N. today  announced 
the  appo intment of Ambassador William E. Schaufele, Jr. , as Senior  Advisor to 
the  U.S. Representative to the United Nations.  He will succeed Ambassador Sey
mour Maxwell F inger who reti res  on September 1.

Mr. Schaufele, a Career Foreign  Service Officer of class  1, has  been the  Amer
ican Ambassador to the  Republic of Upper Volta since August 1969. The Pre si
dent on July 21 accepted  Mr. Schaufe le’s resignatio n as U.S. Rep rese ntat ive in 
Ouagadougou in  or der  to return  to th e U.S. Mission to the  United Nations.

Mr. Schaufele ente red the Foreign Service in 1950. He served as a Resident  
Officer in Bav aria , Germany; and  in labor, consula r and economic affa irs in 
Dusseldor f and Munich. From 1959 to 1963 he was Polit ical and Labor Officer a t 
Casablanca, Morocco. In  1963 he was Principa l Officer a t the Consulate in  Bukavu 
in the  Congo (Kinshasha) Republic. In Washington assignmen ts he served as a 
Professor at  the  Foreign Service Ins titu te, as Officer in Charge  of Congo Affairs, 
Deputy  Director of the  Office of  Central African Affairs, and Alternate  Country 
Director  for  Central Africa, Malagasy  Republic and Mauritius. Pr ior to his de
partu re to Upper Volta, he was Director for West Central Afr ican  Affairs.

Mr. Schaufele was born at  Lakewood, Ohio, December 7, 1923. Gradua ted  
from Lakewood High School, he attended Yale Unive rsity  where  he received a 
B.A., Class of 1945W. He earned a Master ’s Degree in Intern ational Affairs from 
■Columbia Unive rsity in 1950. From 1942 to 1946 he served overseas with the
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U.S. Army. He is m arri ed to th e former Heather Moon of Bakersfield , C alifo rnia ; 
they have two sons, Steven and Peter.

Hon. Charles  W. Yost

Charles W. Yost is a lec turer in foreig n policy at  the  Columbia Unive rsity  
School of In ternational Affairs and Counselor to t he  United Nations Association.
He was appointed to both positions in March. 1971.

Mr. Yost joined the U.S. Foreign Service in 1930 and was with it for more than 
35 years. In addition to serving in  a number of overseas posts in h is early  career, 
he has been Secretary  of the  State Dep artm ent’s Policy Committee, Ass istan t to 
the  Chai rman of the  Dumbarton Daks Conference and of the San Franc isco 
Conference which founded the  United Nations,  and  was Secretary  General of the 
U.S. Delegation to  the  Potsdam Conference in 1945.

Following World Wa r II  he was charge d’affaires in Bangkok, Minister in 
Athens and Deputy High Commissioner in Vienna. He served as Ambassador to 
Laos 1954-543 and  subsequently as Minister in Par is, Ambassador to Syria and  <
Ambassador to Morocco.

He was Deputy  Represen tative to the  United  Nations from 1961 to 1966 
and  a tta ine d the  permanen t rank of Career Ambassador in 1964. He retir ed from 
the Foreign Service in Jun e 1966, to join the  Council on Foreign Relations.

In Jan uary,  1969 Preside nt Nixon recalled him to service and appointed him 
Perman ent Representative of the  United States to the  United Nations. He held 
this pos t until his  re tiremen t in Februa ry, 1971.

In 1954, Mr. Yost received a Rockefe ller Public Service Award in recognization 
of his  “sustaine d d istinguished service to  the United States in the field of Foreign 
Affairs .” He holds honorary  degrees from Princeton Universi ty, Hamilton Col
lege, St. Lawrence University and th e University  of Louisville.

Mr. Yost is the author of “The Age of Triumph  and  Fr us trat io n: Modern- 
Dialogues,” and “The In security of N ation s”.

Born November 6, 1967, Mr. Yost is a native of Watertown, New York. He 
went to school at  Hotchkiss and gradua ted  from Princeton University in 1928.
Mr. Yost marrie d Ire na  Oldakowska in 1934. They have two sons and a daughter.



A P P E N D I X  I I

Vote on the F un din g of the U nited  Natio ns E mergency F orce, 
R esolution  3101  ( X X V I I I ) ,  D ecember 11, 1973 

y Yeas—108
Afghanistan Fran ce NicaraguaAlgeria German Democratic Re- Norway
Argentina public Oman
Austra lia Greece Pakis tan
Austria Guatemala Pan amaBahamas Guinea PeruBa hra in Guyana PhilippinesBarbados Haiti PolandBelgium Hungary Qatar
Bhutan Iceland RomaniaBraz il Ind ia RwandaBulgaria Indonesia SenegalBurm a Ira n SingaporeBurund i I reland Somalia
Byeloruss ian Soviet So Israel South Africa

cia list  Republic Ita ly SpainCameroon Ivory Coast Sri LankaCanada Jap an Sudan
Cen tral African Republic J ordan SwazilandChad Kenya SwedenChile Khmer Republic ThailandColombia Kuw ait TogoCongo Laos TunisiaCosta Rica Lebanon Turkey
Cuba Liber ia UgandaCyprus Luxembourg Ukranian S.S.R.
Czechoslovakia Madagascar U.S.S.R.Dahomey Malawi United Arab Emirate sDenmark Malays ia United  KingdomEcuad or Mali U.S.A.
Egypt Maurit ania TanzaniaEl Salvador Mexico Upper VoltaEqu ator ial Guinea Mongolia Uruguay
Ethiopia Morocco VenezuelaFederal  Republic  of Ger Nepal Yemenmany Netherlands YugoslaviaFinland New Zealand

Nays—3
Zaire

Albania Libya Syria
Abstention s—1 

Portugal
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A P P E N D IX  I I I

U nit ed  Natio ns P eacek eep ing  F orc es: B asic I nformation  on 
U N E P , ONUC,  and U N F IC Y P 1

United Nations Emergency Force in the Middle East (UN EF) ,
November 15, 1956-May 19, 1967

"Created by the  U.N. General  Assembly, at  i ts Fi rs t Emergency Special Session 
(called by tlie Secur ity Council under the  Unit ing for  Peace resolution)  : A /R ES /
998 (E S-I ),  4 November 1956; A/RES/999 (E S- I) , 4 November 1956; A /R ES / 41060 (E S- I) , 5 November 1956; and A/RES/1001 (E S-I ),  7 November 1956.

Purpose.— To secure  and supervise  tlie cessation  of hostilit ies, including hal ting  
the  movement of mil itary forces and arms, withdrawal of all forces behind tlie 
arm istice lines, and observance  of the provisions of the  armistic e agreements.

Executed by a  U.N. Command and Chief of the  Command—both estab lished  by 
the  General  Assembly and  opera ting under th e U.N. Secretary-General who, with  
the  consultat ion of an Advisory Committee of represen tatives from seven coun
tri es  designated by the  General  Assembly (Brazil, Canada, Ceylon, Colombia,
India. Norway, and Pa kista n) , had  p rima ry autho rity  for  the effective funct ion
ing of th e Force.

Financing.—A/RES/10S9 (X I) , 21 December 1956, provided th at  expenses 
were  to be borne by the  United Nations and appor tioned  among members in 
accordance with  the scale of assessm ents adopted for  the  regular  budget; 
expenses in excess of those appropriated for  were to be met by voluntary  cont ri
butions. All contributions were paid into  a special account. Expenses for  the 
period July  1, 1962 through Jun e 30, 1963 were financed from the U.N. Bond issue 
approved by the  Assembly in 1961. Certa in expenses of natio ns furn ishing con
tingents  to the Force were reimbursed by the United Natio ns while others were 
absorbed by the country. This  practice  varied over the  ten and one-half year  
existence of the Force  and varie d from count ry to country. In  general , costs 
which normal ly existed for  the  operat ion of the mil itary un it regard less of its 
role were borne by the country while the  United Nations reimbursed the country  
for  ext raordinary expenses such as rota tion  costs and for  sala ries  of personnel 
who normally would not be required by the country.

Withdraw al.— UNEF was placed on Egyp tian soil “with the consent of the 
nations  concerned,” as provided  for in A/RES/9 98 (E S-I ).  When on May 18,
1967, Egyp t requested th at  the  Force be withdrawn, the  Secretary-General met 
with  the Advisory Committee and with  represen tatives of three additional coun
tri es  having cont ingents  in the Force. The Advisory Committee  ha d the  au thority , <
und er A/RES/1001 (E S- I)  to request convening the  General Assembly in a 
matt er  of urgency and importance. The Advisory Committee chose not to call 
the  Assembly. UNEF ceased to be operat ional on May 19, 1967, and withdrawal 
was complete by Jun e 17,1967.

Part icipat ion: Contr ibution of troops.—A total  of ten countries  contributed <
contingents to UNEF which in March 1957 had a peak  strength of 6,073. Con
tingents  from Fin land and Indonesia withdrew  on December 5 and September 12,
1957, respectively. The contingent  from Colombia withdrew  on October 28, 1958.
The seven count ries having contingents in UNEF for  the  major pa rt of the dec
ade and at  the time of w ithdrawal, in an approxim ate ranking of the size of i ts 
contingent, were India, Canada, Yugoslavia, Braz il, Denmark, Norway, and 
Sweden. (India  usua lly had  the  larges t con tingent) . The size of UNEF on 
May 15, 1967, was its  lowest:  3,378. During its  existence UNEF suffered 89 
fata liti es.

1 Prepared at  the  request of the  Subcommittee on Internatio nal  Organizations and 
Movements and the Near Ea st and South Asia Subcommittee of the House Committee on 
Foreign Affairs by Marjorie Ann Browne, Analyst in Int ern ational Organizations Foreign 
Affairs Division, Nov. 30, 1973.
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Participat ion: Financ ial contribution.— Tota l U.N. expe nditu res November 
1956-December 1957: $216,400,000. As of December 31, 1972, a total of $49,516,- 
709 in  assessed  cont ribut ions was un pa id ; $5.2 million of this  amount was in a 
special account for those arr ear age s lef t by th e Republic of China on October 25, 
1971. Of the 62 countries still  lef t in arr ear s, 13 have indicated they will not 
cont ribute and nine have made no payments. More than  50 countries have paid  
the ir asessed cont ribut ions and are  not in arr ears.  Tota l U.S. contribu tions— 
both assessed and volu ntary—to UNEF, November 1956-December 1967, were 
$86,452,000; this included $1,191,581 for  the cost of the  ini tia l ai rl if t provided 
by the United States, for which the U.S. waived  reimbursemen t. U.S. c ontr ibu
tions equaled approximately 40 percent of the total expenditures.

Participat ion: Contribution of other  assistance.—Ita ly provided  the  staging 
area at  Capodicliino airpo rt as well as extensive ai rli ft for troop and supply 
movements. It  continued to provide  faci lities  at  minimum or no cost to UNEF 
throughou t the  existence of the Force.

w United Nations Operation in the Congo (ONUS) [Operation des Nations
Unies au Congo], J uly 14, 1960-June 30, 1964

Created by the U.N. Secretary-General on the author ity  of the Secur ity Coun
c il : S/RES/143  (1960), 14 Ju ly 1960 (S/4387) ; S /RES/14 5 (1960), 22 Ju ly 1960 
(S/4405) ; S/RES/146 (1960), 9 August 1960 (S/4426) . The fou rth  emergency 
session of the  General Assembly, convened under the  United  for Peace Resolu
tion, passed A/RES/1474/Rev. 1, (ES-IV ), 20 September  1960.

Purpose.—To resto re and  mainta in law and order and  to ass ist  the Central 
Government in maintaining the terri tor ial  integrity and polit ical independence 
of the country .

Executed by the  Secretary-General who appointed  th e Commander of the  Force 
and who created a small group—the  Congo Club—to operate  the Force  and keep 
him informed, as well as a Congo Advisory Committee which included  the perm a
nent represe ntat ive of each of the sta tes  providing cont ingents (see below).

Financinff .—A/RE S/1583 (XV ), 20 December 1960 recognized th at  the ex
penses were to be borne by the  organization through assessed  contr ibutions. A 
special account was crea ted and members were assessed on the  same basis  as 
for  the  U.N. regular budget. Volun tary contribut ions were also called for. From 
July  1, 1962 to Jun e 30, 1963 financing was from the U.N. Bond issue approved 
by the  Assembly in 1961. Normal  operatin g expenses for the cont ingents were 
provided by the countries  fu rnis hing the personnel while  ex traord ina ry expenses, 
including logistical expenses and supp ort while out of the country, were paid  
for by the United Nations.

Withdraw al.— The Secretary-General was to ass ist the  Congo government un
til  its nat ional secur ity forces were able “to meet fully the ir tasks” (S/RES/143 
(1960)) . When this  condition  was met, ONUC was withdraw n. Wi thdraw al was 
completed on June  30,1964.

Part icipat ion: Contribution of troops.—Thi rty- four sta tes provided approxi 
mate ly 93,000 men for  par ticipation in ONUC dur ing its  four-year existence. 

* Eighty -two percent (actual ly 82.4) of the manpower came from 19 Afro-Asian
stat es, in pa rticu lar  India , Ethiopia, Nigeria, Tunis ia, and Ghana.  Thirteen 
so-called Western nations contributed men, including Canada, Irel and , Sweden, 
and Norway. The Congo contributed men af te r August 1962. ONUC reached 
a peak of 19,828 men as of July  7, 1961 and a low of 3,297 on Jun e 1. 1964. 
Fa tal ities tota lled 235—34 of na tur al causes, 75 by accident,  and 126 in action.

Partic ipation: Financial contributions.—Tota l U.N. expenditu res, 1960-1964: 
$368,200,000. The United States contributed 35.9 percent or $132,299.000; this 
included $10,317,622 for  ai rli ft service provided but  not charged to the United 
Nations . As of December 31, 1972, a tota l of $82,092,029 in assessed cont ributions 
was un pa id ; $6.6 million of thi s amount was in a special account for  those  
arr ear age s lef t by the Republic of China on October 25, 1971. Of the  54 coun
tries still  in arr ears,  13 have indicated they will not con tribu te and 19 have  
made no payments. More tha n 55 countries  have paid their assessed contribu 
tions and are  not in arrear s. In addit ion, 14 nations paid $37,753,015 in  voluntary 
contribu tions  to the  Congo special account. The costs of air lif ts by Canada and 
the  United Kingdom as well as the United Sta tes are  included in th is category.

Part icipa tion:  Contribution of other assistance.—The USSR paid the  cost of 
air lif ting Ghanaian troops, equipment, and sup pli es: $1.5 million. Swi tzer land
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provided air craf t to ass ist in transp ort  of food ,and other supplies. Ethiopia provided Kano airport in south  Niger ia as an enroute stop in the  supp ort air lif ts throughout the  operation. Ita ly provided accommodations for  the U.N. support faci lity  a t P isa.

United Nations Peace-Keeping Force in  Cyprus (UNF ICYP), March 27,
1964-Date

Created by the  U.N. Secur ity Council : S/RES/186 (1964), 4 March 1964.Purpose.—To prev ent fighting and mainta in and restore law and order.Execu ted by Secre tary-G eneral who appointed  the  commander of the Force and crea ted the Force in consultat ion with  the  Governments of Cyprus, Greece,Turkey,  and the  United Kingdom. The Secre tary-G eneral is to r eport per iodical lyto the Security  Council on the  opera tion of the Force. fFinancing.— S/RES/186  (1964) provided th at  all costs would be met by the  governments provid ing the contingents and by the  Government of Cyprus. The Secretary-General would also accept volu ntary contributions. The Secretary- General  set up a special account  for  the  Cyprus Force. Expenses  to be reimbursed have  been worked out in agreements between the  Secreta ry-General and  «the  con tribu ting country ; the arrang ements vary  in each instance.'Withdrawals—UNFICYP was created for  a three-month  period, with  the consent  of the Government  of Cyprus, to underta ke interposi tion and law and order functions. I t has since been extended for  three or six-month periods by the  Securi ty Council. I t would seem that  terminat ion would depend on the  ac tion or inaction of the  Secur ity Council, the  withholding of consent by the  Government  of Cyprus, or the sati sfac tory  conclusion of its  functions. Any one or all of these factors  might bring about a withdraw al, althou gh the  f irst  would seem to be a necessary ingredient regard less of the  lat ter . UNFICYP’s c urrent  extension ca rrie s it  through December 15,1973.
Partic ipation: Contribution of troops.—Eight countries  have provided the major portion of contingents to UNFICYP which had  a peak strength of 6,411 on Jun e 8. 1964. On November 13, 1971 the  Force  had  fallen to 3,119 persons.In  approximate rank of contribution,  contingents are provided  by the  following coun tries : United  Kingdom, Canada, Denmark, Finland,  Sweden, Ireland,Aus tria , and Aus tralia. New Zealand provided civil police support for  three years. A sub stan tial  pa rt of UNFICYP is composed of contingents from the United Kingdom, one of the permanent members of the Securi ty Council. T roops from a permanen t Council member were used in thi s instance because of the ir proximity  to the  location (they were alre ady  stationed on Cyprus), the ir previous function (they had been providing the  inte rpos ition  and law and order functio ns) , and th eir  already exist ing bases and equipment.Partic ipation: Financ ial contributions.— From March 27, 1964 th rough December  31, 1972 UNFICYP has cost a tota l of $152.8 million exclusive of e xt ra  costs to governments providing contingents, which are estim ated  to have exceeded $45 million through December 31, 1972. The Secretary-General received voluntary contr ibutions from 50 member sta tes  and four non-member governments dur ing this  eight-year period tota lling $12S.6 million, including miscellaneous income. The United States and the United Kingdom have been the larges t ifinancia l contr ibuto rs. The United States has contributed $62,954,000 through the end of 1972. This  includes $1,254,107 in ai rl if t services not charged to the  United Nations.
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A P P E N D I X  IV

[F ro m  OrhiSj  A ug us t 1973]

B re ak in g  th e  D ea dl in e on  U .N . P ea ce kee ping

(By Seymour Maxwell Finger)
y

The fram ers of the United  Nations Charter worked in an atmosphere strongly 
influenced by the  1930’s and World War II,  partic ula rly  in wri ting  Chapter  VII. 
It  was natura l, therefore, th at  the  kind of action most precisely deta iled in  the 
Charter was enforcement action as set out  in  A rticle 2 and subsequent  a rtic les  

I  of Chapter VII. The t hr ea t then uppermost in  the minds of the  five majo r wartim e
allie s constitu ting the  five permanent members of the  Secur ity Council China, 
France, the United Kingdom, the  USSR and the  United  States—was the  res ur
gence of German or Japanese militarism . An indicatio n of this  frame of mind 
can be found in the  “tra nsi tional  articles,” Numbers 106 and 107 of the  Charter.

But  the situ ation has  changed radically since 1945. Fi rs t of all, the re was an 
open spli t in the  allied  coalition, thus  removing a precondition of effective co
ercive action  aga inst outlaw nations. And the  Germans and Japanese have di
rected  their  gre at energy and competence to economic growth, ra ther  tha n mili
tarism. Second, rapid decolonialization, desirable as it  has  been, has resulted 
in a pro life ration of small new nation s a nd has  broug ht w ith it  a degree of in sta 
bility  in wh at is loosely called the Thi rd World. Third, both of these develop
ments  have taken place in the  setti ng of nuclear stalemate , which has deterre d 
big wars but  has  no t prevented small w ars. Thus, the  th re at  of small  wars  ge tting 
out of hand became a ma jor  concern of  the inte rna tional  community, p art icu lar ly 
as re prese nted a t the  United Nations .

With a few exceptions, notab ly Korea  and  Viet Nam on the  one hand, and 
Hungary  and Czechoslovakia on the other, the  kind of peace-threatening sit ua 
tions the  world has encoun tered and will continue to encounter a re local conflicts, 
not direc tly involving the forces of major powers. UN peacekeeping action s in 
such situatio ns have been of three types:  (1) In  qua rrel s and  bord er disputes  
between small state s, as in the  Arab-Israeli  conflict, a UN mission could super
vise a cease-fire and serve as a buffer. (2) In  situ atio ns like the  Congo and  
Cyprus, where  in ternal s tri fe  thr eatene d to d raw in  ou tsiders, the UN has helped 
to restore orde r and stabi lize the  situation. (3) In  situ atio ns such as in Greece 
at  the  end of the  1940’s and Lebanon in 1958, the  UN helped to spot ligh t sub
version and infilt ration.

In more tha n a dozen such situatio ns since World  W ar II , the United Natio ns 
has  helped to pre vent or  end fight ing and mainta in a t ruce. Bu t except for Korea, 

* it  has  not undertaken the  more ambit ious task of stopping aggression  or  enforcing
the peace. I t was unable to take such action, for example, in Hungary , Viet Nam, 
Laos or Czechoslovakia. In no case has it  o rdered any forces into  coercive ac tion 
under Artic le 42, nor have  any forces for  thi s purpose been pu t at  its  disposal 
under Article 43 agreements.

V This  does not  imply th at  UN peacekeeping in dispu tes involving the super
powers is out of the question. On the  contrary, during the  Cuban missile crisi s of 
1962 the  Secretary-General was prepared, if requested by the  Soviet Union and 
the  United States, to observe compliance with  the  agreement on missiles. This 
was an imp ortant matt er  to the  United  States , and Khrushchev indicate d a 
willingness to agree. However. Cuba refused to go along, and  oth er methods of 
verifica tion were used.

The record of these  UN actions over the  p ast  two decades shows th at  United 
Nations peacekeeping, as dis tinc t from enforcement  action, h as been prim aril y an 
aux ilia ry to political measures—an extension of pol itica l actio n to contain con
flict and set the  s tage  fo r peaceful settlement . The purpose has not  been to apply 
mil itar y force in the  classic  sense of coercing the  parties to subm it to the  UN’s 
will. I t has  ra ther  been to ins tal l a polit ical presence which car ries out  cer tain  
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ancillary police duties. The late Adlai Stevenson put i t in a nutshell in an arti cle for McCall's in October 1964, ent itled “No Mission But Pe ace; No Enem y But War.”
The essen tial funct ion of UN peacekeeping is fa r more political than mili tary . From this fact, a number of consequences follow. First, the  m andate of a peacekeeping force must he compatible with the national  security  in tere sts of the  countries concerned, including the  troop-contr ibuting countries. Second, the consent of the host government or governments, on whose soil the force  is to be s tationed, is deemed necessary for  entry of the force. Third , the  force should not reso rt to violence beyond what may be essential to defend itse lf and to carr y out its prim arily political mission. Final ly, all principa l par ties  to the conflict must be willing to cooperate  with  the force.
Peacekeeping operation s cannot stop the  partie s from fighting if they are  absolu tely determined  to fight, but where  there  is a  wil lingness to observe a ceasefire, UN forces or observers  can give each side reas surance that  the othe r side is also being observed for honest  performance.
Among the major powers, the United States has been the most consis tent supporter of UN peacekeeping. But though U.S. support has usual ly been crucial, it is equally true that  these operations were made possible only through the support of middle powers that  were prep ared  to provide personnel and financing—such countries  as Canada. Brazi l, Ethiop ia, India, Yugoslavia, Irel and  and the Scandinav ian  states , to name a few.
For more tha n twenty years the  Soviet Union asse rted  t ha t the re was no such thing as voluntary  peacekeeping. Its  expressed doctr ine held that  the only legitimate role for UN forces under the  C har ter  was the  enforcement action  governed by Article 42? In practice, the Soviets have been more realis tic. They have supported or acquiesced in virtually all peacekeeping operations, although they  refused to pay the assessments for  the Congo and  UNEF—thus bringing on the Artic le 19 crisi s of 1964-19651 2—and have insisted, along with  France, that  the Cyprus operation be financed by voluntary contr ibutions.

soviet-tt.s. negotiations

In  recent years there have been signs that  the  Soviets might be p repared to bring the ir position more into line with the realitie s o f to day’s world. They have shown some willingness to negot iate guidelines for future  peacekeeping operations. This  has been the basis of negotiations  in a Working Group of eight (now enlarg ed to thir teen) 3 at  the  United Nations as well as for informal discussions between Soviet and U.S. representa tives . Since some question  has been ra ised by other countries concerning American discussions wi th the Soviets, these should be seen in the ir p roper context.
Our first efforts af te r the  Article  19 c risis  in 1964 and 1965 were to work with the  smalle r and medium-sized countries on behalf of peacekeeping pr inciples supported by a majori ty of UN members but  strongly opposed by the Sov iets : for example, (1) th at  the  financing  of peacekeeping  is a collective responsibility, with  the  costs to be apportioned among the  members by the  General Assembly in accordance with Article 17 of the Ch arter ; (2) tha t, while the Security  Council has prim ary  responsibility  for the  main tenance of internatio nal  peace and security , the  General Assembly may ini tia te cooperat ive actio n if the  Council is stymied by a veto ; and  (3) tha t, while auth oriz atio n of peacekeeping opera tions is the responsibili ty of the Secur ity Council or the  General  Assembly, the Secreta ry- General should—in the intere st of efficiency—be responsible  for day-to-day contro l of operations.
However, the smal ler and medium-sized coun tries  displayed litt le will t o bring the  issue to a head aga ins t the strong opposition of the Soviets. More and  more they signaled that  the United States should atte mpt to work out some sort  of understand ing with the  Soviet Union, without  sacrificing  the  princip les the majori ty considered essential. It  was with  this  background and the hints o f some- flexibili ty in the Soviet att itu de  that  we began, early  in 1970, discussions aimed at  breaking the  deadlock.

1 UN Gen er al  As sem bly , S ta te m en ts  by P. Mo roz ov (U SS R) to  Sp ec ial  Co mmittee  on Pe ac ek ee ping  Ope ra tion s.  Ma r. a, 1968.
2 A dlai E. St ev en so n,  “T he  UN Fin an ci al  Cri si s, ” D ep ar tm en t of  S ta te  B ull et in , Nov.  9 196 4. pp. 681 ff.
3 T he  origi na l ei gh t me mb ers of  th e W orking  Gr ou p were Fra nc e,  th e U ni te d Kingdom,  th e  So viet Un ion , th e Uni te d Sta te s.  Ca na da . Cz echo slo vakia, Egy pt  an d Mexico. In  1972 A rg en tina , B ra zi l, In d ia , Ja p an , Niger ia  an d P ak is ta n  were ad de d,  whi le  Mex ico with drew .
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Both in the Committee on Peacekeeping (the  Committee of 33) and in in formal 
discussions with  the Soviets, we tried to set aside any disputes  over Cha rter  
inte rpreta tion whose solution was not essential to progress. For example, althou gh 
the  United States continues to believe in the  residua l autho rity  of the  General 
Assejubly to authorize voluntary  peacekeeping operations  in situ atio ns where  the 
Securi ty Council is unable to act, the USSR still does not  accept this pri nc ipl e; so 
we agreed to begin discussions on guidelines for opera tions authorized by the 
Secur ity Council. The United States has  always held to the Ch arter principle 
(Art icle  24) that  the Secur ity Council has prim ary responsibility for maintain 
ing peace and security . Moreover, it is obviously a less unwieldy body tha n the 
General Assembly of 132 members. Nevertheless, the  United States would not 
foreclose completely a new re sor t to the General  Assembly—as in the Middle E ast  

j  crisi s in 1956—if in a dangerous situation the  Securi ty Council were again  stale
mated by a  veto.

The Soviet-U.S. discussions concentrated  on three  essen tial ar ea s:
Financing.—While the  observers in Kashmir and the Middle East are  financed 

on a basis of collective responsibility in the United Nations budget, the  larg er 
t  opera tion on Cyprus depends on volun tary contributions—a system which is in

equitable  and undependable.  Although fifty-two countries, including two non
members of the United Nations, have contributed to UNFICYP since it s inception, 
cur ren tly  such contr ibutions are  being made by only nineteen count ries out of a 
tot al membership of 132. Among the  larger  members, the  most notable omis
sions are  France  and the  Soviet Union. This  is obviously not in accord with  the 
principle of collective responsibility of members. Moreover, it  is  hardly  dignified 
for the  Secretary-General to have to go h at  in hand to governments in orde r to 
car ry out an operation  to keep the peace.

Preparat ion.— A second essential is to assu re that  personnel and facilit ies  for 
any peacekeeping force are  available and ready on sho rt notice. To this end 
member c ountries should be encouraged to  ea rma rk in advance mi litary personnel 
and  fac ilitie s for use in United Nations  peacekeeping operations.

Esta blish ment, Command and Control.—Third , there must be agreement  on 
procedures which are  both politically real istic  and operationa lly practic al for 
the estab lishm ent and direct ion of UN opera tions af ter they are  authorized.

The first two of these three main problems presented no major persistent 
obstacles. On financing, the  United Sta tes made it clea r at  the beginning of the 
bil ate ral  talks that  a sine non must be a commitment tha t, if guidelines were 
agreed, all perm anent members of th e Securi ty Council must pay the ir fa ir share 
of all future  peacekeeping opera tions car ried  o ut in accordance with  those guide
lines. The Soviets objected to specific emphas is on the  perm anent members but  
were willing to include a paragraph  requ iring  all members to pay unless the 
Secur ity Council decided on some othe r method of financing. There were othe r 
differences on the respective author ity  of the Secur ity Council and the  General 
Assembly in appor tioning expenses, but these  did not a ppe ar to consti tute  a m ajor  
obstacle.

On prepa rations , agreem ent was reached on th e desi rabi lity  of having  member 
sta tes  earmark in advance mil itary personnel and uni ts for  potentia l UN serv- 

t  ice, and maintain ing an up-to-da te ros ter of avail able  personnel and equipment.
There was some disagreem ent on who would request the  information from mem
ber sta tes  and who would mainta in the  roste r, but  these  problems w’ere largely 
overcome. It  was tentatively agreed that  the Secur ity Council would request the 
Secretary  General  to inquire of member sta tes  what personnel, supplies and 
equipment they might be prepared  to make avai lable  for  operatio ns autho rized by 
the Secur ity Council, and that  he would mainta in the  ros ter  on beha lf of the 
Council. D uring meetings in 1971 I urged that  we recommend such a step in our 
report to the Twenty-sixth Session of the  General  Assembly, and most members 
of the Work ing Group agreed. But  the  Soviets strong ly opposed the idea of moving 
ahead on one aspect  of the  guidelines unti l agreement was reached on al l aspects. 
Since we were working by consensus, this step  could not  be taken.

The real stumbl ing block was the ma tte r of sett ing guidelines on how peace
keeping operations, once authorized  by the Secur ity Council, would be es tablished, 
commanded and controlled.  Such procedures must be both polit ically  rea list ic and 
operationa lly practical. They must take account of the intere st of all part ies 
concerned, must be imp artial in both intent  and applica tion, and must be cal
cula ted to induce the cooperat ion of contending part ies  as well as those sta tes  on 
which the operation depends for  manpower and funds.

This  meant, in the U.S. view, an acceptable and workable balance of responsi
bilit ies between the  Secur ity Council and the  Secretary-General. The Security



Council has  ultimate autho rity  over such operations. It  should have the power 
to auth orize the operation, determ ine the  key provisions of its  mandate, and 
exercise broad polit ical supervision over it. The Soviets, however, have advocated 
extending the  author ity  of the  Secur ity Council to encompass operational  de
cisions—for example, rega rdin g size and composition of the force and designation 
of the commander—as well as determina tion of the method of financing.

The discussions have thus focused on where  to draw the line of opera tiona l 
responsibil ity so a s to tak e accoun t of both polit ical and  operat ional  necessities. 
As the United  States sees it, the Securi ty Council has  a legitimate  intere st in assurin g polit ical responsiveness, but  effective management requires th at  the  
executive autho rity  of the Secretary-General not be impaired. The Soviets, on 
the  other hand, urged  application of Articles 43-48 of the UN Charter,  giving 
command and control  to the Securi ty Council and its  Mil itary Staff Committee 
or a special  committee  of the  Council. Problem s arose because the  Charte r pro
visions in Articles 43-48 were designed for enforcement action r athe r t han  peacekeeping.

Despi te this fundame ntal  difference in doctrine , bila tera l negotiations were 
car ried  on intensively  over many months, in a good worldng  atmosphere with a 
minimum of doct rina ire stat eme nts : nd no bombast. Gradually differences were 
narrowed, and it began to appear that  agreemen t migh t be reached on an ac
ceptable delegation of operational responsibil ities by the  Secur ity Council to a 
special committee and the Secretary-Genera l.

The high point  of the negotiations came in Jun e 1970. Ambassador Lev Men
delevich, my Soviet counterpart , was then leaving  New York for  a new assign
ment in Moscow. To sum up the resu lts of five months of intensive discussions 
the  U.S. delega tion drew up a Working  Pap er incorporating  points of agreement 
as well as cer tain  suggestions fo r resolv ing rem aining issues. It  was not an agreed 
paper ; however, it  represente d a serious  U.S. effort to meet Soviet concerns 
expressed during the  negotiations. Mendelevich, while clearly unable to commit 
the USSR at  that  point, was sufficiently inte rest ed in our pape r to request five 
separa te meetings with  me for  clarification dur ing his final week in New York.

We hoped then that  a Soviet response would be forthcoming  by August or 
September. Unfortunate ly it  did not come for thi rteen months, too late  for 
progress at  eith er the  Twenty-fifth or the  Twen ty-sixth Session of the  Gen
era l Assembly. But the  documents submitted in the sprin g of 1972 to the Sec
retary-General by the  USSR and the United St at es 4 show some of the progress 
made during the  f irst half of 1970. Though important and s ubs tan tial  dif ferences 
remain, I believe a fu rth er  effort to  close the gap  is in order.

The Soviet document, which is a response to the U.S. Working Pap er and 
incorporates many parts  of it, represents  a step forward in the following way s:

(1) It  acknowledges someth ing the Soviets long denied, i.e., that  voluntary 
UN peacekeeping operations  are  a legit imate enterprise  unde r the  Charter and 
are  something quite  different from the enforcem ent actions envisaged in Article 
42 of the C harte r.

(2) While urging prompt resum ption of negotiations on agreements for  the  
provision of mi lita ry contingents under Article 43 of the  Char ter, the Soviet 
document would give signatory countries the  right to decide on the occasion 
of each operat ion whe ther  or not such contingents may be used, instead of being 
obliged to make contingents avail able  to the  Security Council “on its  call, ” as 
provided in Article  43. Thus the agreements  would not differ in essence from 
those  made by the Secretary-General since 1956; the  difference would be the par
ticip ation of the  Mili tary  Staff Committee in negotia ting  them. In Parag rap h IV 
(4) , the document stipula tes th at  contingents may also come from member 
sta tes  of the UN th at  have not concluded Article 43 agreements.

(3) There is no rigid  insistence on a “tro ika ” composition of UN forces. In
stea d P ara gra ph IV (5) states,

it  is necessary to make all efforts to reach an equitable balance in the  
composition of the partic ipants  in the  operat ion so th at  no Sta te Member 
of the United Nations is excluded from par ticipat ion  because of it s political, 
social and economic system or because of its  belonging to a certain geo
graphica l region. At the  same time, the  following considerations should be 
take n into account: the  necessi ty to receive the  consent of the host-country, 
the  sta te of readiness and fitness for the conditions of the  situation of 
furn ished contingents, mi lita ry personnel and facili ties, and the  necessity  
to ensure good working  relat ions  of the  par ticipat ing  personnel with  other 
par ties concerned and among themselves.

< UNGA Documents A/8 669 , Mar.  30, 1972, and  A/8 676 , Apr. 3, 1972.
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The acknowledgment that  cont ingents and the  commander must be accep table  
to the host count ry—a major advance—resu lted in pa rt from the  fac t th at  the  
Special Committee has  an Egyp tian rappor teu r who m ade this  poin t em phat ically 
during Working Group discussions.

In connection with  thi s third  point, the agreement concluded between North 
Viet Nam and the United States in Jan uary 1973 to end the wa r in Viet Nam is 
relevant. To da te no UN peacekeeping operations have included troops f rom War
saw P act  countries. In  cer tain  cases the United S tate s would have made s tron g ob
jection . On the other hand , when a UN peace observation  group was being or
ganized to observe the  mutual withdrawal of Ind ian  and  Pakis tan i forces af te r 
their  conflict in 1965, the  Secretary-General invi ted two Warsaw Pac t coun tries  
to provide mil itary observers, but  after, some hes itat ion they  declined. The 

J peacekeeping operation  established in Viet Nam thi s year, however, includes
Polish and Hungarian as well a s Canad ian and Indonesian components. Of course, 
it is not a UN opera tion (ne ither North  nor South Viet Nam is  a UN member, and  
North Viet Nam has  rejected  UN involvement) ; it i s under the Intern ational Com
mission for Control an d Supervision. Yet, if communist uni ts a re accep table in t his

* peacekeeping operation  the re may well be others—including UN operation s— 
where they  could be used.® This may help to fac ilit ate  Soviet-U.S. negotiations. 
Also, the  end of the  fighting  in Viet Nam and the very fac t t ha t a  significant peace
keeping opera tion has  been estab lished there should serve as a stimulus  tow ard  
agreement on UN peacekeeping guidelines.

The United  States, on i ts side, took certain steps forward to meet the Sovie ts:
(1) As noted ea rlie r, despite i ts position th at  the General Assembly has r esid ual 

autho rity  to recommend peacekeeping operations when the Secur ity Council is 
blocked by a veto, th e United States agreed to begin the  search  for  guidelines by 
discuss ing operations au thor ized  by the Council.

(2) The U.S. proposal6 acknowledges the ultimate autho rity  of the  Security 
Council over all aspec ts of a peacekeeping operat ion, an imp ortant  point  for  the 
Soviets. It  also proposes the estab lishment, in accordance with  Article 29 of 
the Charter , of a Council Committee  to be consulted by the  Secre tary-Gene ral 
on im por tant operationa l m at te rs ; e.g., the  choice of a commander, the provision 
of mil itar y observers  and contingents, and  the  preparatio n of direc tives  for the  
operation. This would give member state s, and notably the  Soviet Union, a 
significantly greate r involvement in the conduct of UN operations than  in the 
past, an d corresponds to  an earl ier  Soviet proposal.

On many significant points the  two documents  are  pa ra llel ; for  instance,  
the estab lishm ent of a Special Committee, the  estab lishm ent and  maintenance 
of a ros ter of avail able  milita ry observers and contingents, the role of the  host  
country, and the ultimate autho rity  of the Secur ity Council. These parallel poin ts 
are. in sub stantial part, the  p roduct of the negotia tions. Yet the  remaining gaps 
will not be easy to  close.

The most serious  problem is Soviet insistence th at  decisions in the committee 
may be taken only if all perm anen t members of the Secur ity Council agree to 
them. This  extends the  veto, which can now be applied to the Council’s a uth ori

ty zation of an operat ion, to “all aspects” of its establ ishment, direc tion and con-
* trol . Indeed, under Parag rap h VI (3) of the Soviet document, if any member 

objects  to any activity  by the field commander, he must suspend such activ ity  
unless  or unt il it  is approved by the  committee or by the Council—in both of 
which the veto would apply. Under such conditions one would have  a peace-

V keeping vehicle with a weak motor, powerful b rakes and many han ds on the s tee r
ing wheel, as  in Viet Nam.

The. U.S. proposal  would allow any member who disag rees with  the  way the 
Secre tary-G eneral or the  commander is carryin g out an operation  to raise 
the  ma tte r in the  committee or in the  Council. The obvious difference is tha t, 
under the U.S. proposal, a m ajority  would be needed to stop the action,  no t to  sus
tai n it.

5 In July  1973 Canada withdrew Its components, which will be replaced by Ira nia ns 
An importa nt element in Canada’s decision was fru stration  at  the  inab ility  of the  Viet 
Nam peacekeeping force to carry out investiga tions  opposed bv the  Poles and Hungarians. 
This might  give the  Canad ians second thoughts  about th at  element of their  proposa l on 
UN peacekeeping (described below) which would extend the  veto to the  Mili tarv Staff 
Committee of the  UN Secur ity Council. The numerous viola tions of the  cease-fire in Viet 
Nam also illus tra te ano ther charact eris tic of peacekeeping; i.e., th at  it  will work only 
so long and to the extent that  the par ties  are  willing to stop fighting

’ £ nn
c
e x  UNGA Document A/8676, Par t II, Apr. 3, 1972. Working Pap er given 

to the  Soviets in June 1970. contained every thing in thi s document plus  cert ain add ition al 
concessions offered on a quid pro quo, “package deal’’ basis. Th at Working Pap er is stil l 
classified as the Soviets have not yet accepted the  package. 1
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Thus, one side fea rs arbi tra ry  or unju st action by the commander or the Secretary-General con trary to its in te re st s; the other fear s para lysi s of an operation af te r its  launch. Both fea rs can be suppor ted by ratio nal argument, but that  leads  nowhere. Can the differences be reconciled? Before discussing that  question, it might  be use ful to examine  the views of o ther  s tates as expressed during the past  year.
VIE W S OP OT HER  ST AT ES

Secretary-General U Thant, in September 1971, noting the  progress made and the gaps remaining, appea led to member states to strive for “the required degree of political accommodation.’’7 This sentiment  was reflected in General Assembly Resolu tion 2835 (XXVI) which, inte r alia, "stre sses the importance of achieving agreed  guidelines to enhance  the effectiveness of United Nations  peacekeeping operation s” and  "requ ests Member States to make available  to the Special Com- *mittee on Peace-Keeping Opera tions before 15 March 1972 any views or suggestions which they may wish to submit to help the work of the Special Committee .”An exam ination of responses by member st at es 8 reveals several points of inte res t. j(1) There were relat ively  few replies from the countries  of Asia, Africa and Latin  America. Outside Europe, subs tant ive suggestions came only from Canada,Jap an.  Brazil.  Upper Volta, Madagasca r and the  United States. This pat tern of response appears  to reflect a general tendency in the las t five or six years  for most countries  of Asia, Africa  and Latin America to stan d aside, eith er in resignat ion or in the hope t ha t the major powers will work out some sort of agreement.(2) Most respondents echoed U T hant’s call fo r “th e required degree of political accommodation” and stres sed the crucia l importance  of peacekeeping to the success o f the UN.
(3) Only the  Warsaw Pac t count ries and France  upheld the view that  peacekeeping opera tions should be carr ied out in conformity with Articles 42-48 of the  Cha rter ; i.e., that  the  Secur ity Council should assume supervision  over all the  operations it orders . The French reply, however, calls for  “a rapproachement of the  various positions” and the Soviets, as I have indica ted, do not appe ar impervious to negotiation and accommodation.
These  general observations  aside, we can examine cer tain individual member replies to see wheth er and where they might help toward accommodation.Yugoslavia’s reply is of inte res t not only because of its  content but also because Yugoslav ia is one of the more active  leaders of the  “nonaligned” and has pa rticipate d subs tant ially in past  peacekeeping operat ions. Yugoslavia affirms tha t “peacekeeping opera tions should become an inte gral part of the over-all efforts aimed at  strengthening  the  role and efficacy of the United Nations and at reali zing its prim ary role in the area of preven ting the thr ea t to peace, eliminating  actions of aggression and promoting peaceful solutions  of conflicts.” It  calls att ent ion  to the Third Conference of Nonaligned Countries,  held in Lusaka, Zambia. in September 1970. which reit era ted  “the int ere st and support of the non- aligned count ries for the strengthening of peacekeeping machinery, and speedy solution of th is problem.”
Yugoslavia advocates that  all thi rty- thre e members of the Special Committee 4be enabled to contr ibute  to the negotiations instead  of leaving  matters to the Working Group. Most nonaligned countries , however, have remained passive in face of the  deadlock. Perh aps most significant  in the Yugoslav submission is the sta tem ent  t ha t the “complex issue of jieacekeeping o perations . . . demands that  all solutions be ful ly based ui>on the  respect for the  principles  of the Charter and that  they serve the real ization of United Nations purposes." (Emphasis added.)This position, which appears  to be supported by a majority of the members submit ting  replies, stresses that  peacekeeping guidelines  must be consistent with the Ch arter and need not in  all instances be found specifically in Articles 42-48, which deal with enforcement opera tions  (the la tte r a position take n by Fra nce).The Nordic sta tes—Denmark, Finland, Norway and Sweden—which have been outstandingly  active  par tic ipants  in UN peacekeeping, also urge the  need for polit ical accommodation on guidelines cons isten t w ith the  Charte r. Further,  they recal l that  each of them m aintains  standby  forces available f or UN peacekeeping, as set fo rth  in GA Documents A/AC 121 of March 29,1968.
7 Int rodu ction to the Annual Repor t of the Secretary-General, Document A/8101, Addenda 1-17, September 1971.8 UNGA Document A/AC121/1.15, Apr. 17, 1972, and Addenda 1, 2 and 3 there to.



Only tw o countries  make fin issu e of  th e  1950 “U ni tin g- fo r-Pe ac e” re so lu tion  
(GA Res olut ion 377 (v ) of No ve mb er 3, 1950), wh ich  ou tl in es  pr oc ed ur es  fo r 
po ss ible Gen er al  As sembly  act io n  if  th e Se cu ri ty  Council  fa il s to  ta k e  ac tion  to  
m ain ta in  in te rn ati onal pe ac e an d se cu ri ty  in  a give n si tu at io n. Upp er  Vo lta  
fa vo rs  it,  an d M ad ag as ca r m ai nta in s ‘’th e g re ate st  re se rv at io ns. ”

Ja pan 's  reply show s an  in cr ea se d in te re st  in  UN pe ac ek ee ping  an d mak es  
cert a in  in te re st in g  pr opos al s:  (1 ) On qu es tion s whe re  a co ns en su s has  no t 
been  achiev ed , th e Com mitt ee  of 33 sh ou ld  su bm it to  th e G en eral  As sem bly  “an 
in te ri m  re port  in  which  th e m aj or vie ws  ex pr es se d in  th e co urse  of  it s d e li b 
era ti ons” are  se t fo rt h , al on g w ith  a re port  on thos e m att ers  on whi ch  c o b  
se ns us  has been reac he d.  (2 ) Pe ac ek ee pi ng  ope ra tion s shou ld  be defin ed  by ad di-  
in g a  new art ic le  to  th e C ha rter . (3 ) Th e Pe op le’s Rep ub lic  of  Ch ina shou ld  be- 
in vi te d to  part ic ip a te  in th e co mm itt ee 's de libe ra tion s “a t th e earl ie st  po ss ible 
op po rtun ity .” The se  su gg es tio ns  ha ve  bo rn e li tt le  fr u it . The  fi rs t has  no t bee n 
ac te d u p o n ; th e  second  is un lik ely,  in  vie w of th e dif fic ul tie s of  am en di ng  th e'  
C h art e r;  an d China  ha s show n no in cl in at io n to  par ti ci pat e.

Ja p a n  a lso  e mph as izes  th e re si du al  au th ori ty  of th e Gen eral  As sem bly  to  under- - 
ta ke pe ac ek ee ping  op er at io ns  if  th e  Se cu ri ty  Co uncil  fa il s to  ac t. W hi le  s ta t
ing th a t th e  po wer  of  comman d re side s in  th e au th ori zi ng body—th e Sec uri ty  
Co uncil  or  th e Gen eral  As sembly —it  su gg es ts  th a t “in  ord er  to  ta ke pro m pt ac 
tio n to  cop e w ith  flu id an d ch an ging  si tu a ti ons an d th us to  ac hiev e ef fecti ve  
re su lt s fo r pe ac ek ee ping  op er at ions , th e Securi ty  Co uncil  sh ou ld  de lega te  lim it ed  
po wer  to the Se cr etar y-Gen er al  and/o r some su bs id ia ry  organs  to be ap po in te d 
by the Sec uri ty  Counc il (or th e Ge neral A s s e m b l y ) (E m ph as is  ad de d. )

One  of  th e mos t in te re st in g  su gg es tio ns  is mad e by th e N et he rlan ds . The  
Dutch , lik e mos t me mbers,  fee l th a t th er e sh ou ld  be a de lega tio n of  au th ori ty  
from  th e Se cu ri ty  Co uncil  to  a  su bs id ia ry  or ga n or co mm itt ee  an d to th e Se cre
ta ry -G en er al . T heir  new id ea  wo uld  be to  de le ga te  to th e ch ai rm an  of  th e su b
si d ia ry  or ga n som e as pe ct s of  t he da y- to-day  m an ag em en t of  p ea ce ke ep ing op er a
tion s be ca us e “exp er ienc e . . . ha s show n how im port an t it  is th a t ad vice , ap 
pr ov al  an d de cision  shou ld  be av ai la bl e to  th e UN  fie ld co mm an de r w ithi n 24 
ho ur s. ” Th e Se cr et ar y- G en er al , in  th e N et he rl an ds view, shou ld  ha ve  th e  re 
sp on sibi li ty  fo r ad m in is tr a ti ve an d logi st ic  su pp or t an d shou ld  ha ve  a t hi s 
di sp os al  a co mplete  an d up -to- da te  ro st er of  m il it ary  pe rson ne l, co nt in ge nt s,  
fa cil it ie s an d se rv ices  wh ich  mem bers of  th e U ni ted N at io ns  are  w ill in g to 
pr ov id e fo r pe ac ek ee ping  op er at io ns  au th ori ze d by th e Sec ur ity Counc il.

Thi s pr op os al  m ig ht  be re ga rd ed  as  a co mp romi se  be tw ee n thos e who , lik e 
th e Amer ican s, co ns id er  th a t th e Sec re ta ry -G en er al—as  an  in di vid ual —can pr o
vi de  fa s te r an d more eff icie nt m an ag em en t th an  a co mmittee , an d th e  So viet s 
an d Fre nc h,  wh o w an t th e Co uncil  or  it s co mm itt ee  to  ru n  op er at ions . Also, it  
wou ld  pr ot ec t th e Se cr et ar y- G en er al  from  po li tica l re pe rc us sion s if  cert a in  
mem be rs a re  di ss at is fi ed  w ith  th e m an ag em en t of  a p art ic u la r op er at io n.  The  
N et her la nd s does no t spec ify  w he th er  th e prop os ed  ch ai rm an  wo uld ro ta te  
mon thy,  as  in  th e case  of  th e M il it ar y St af f Co mm itte e, or  se rv e fo r a year or 
fo r th e  dura ti on  of  th e m an dat e of  a part ic u la r pe ac ek ee ping  op er at io n,  as  is 
tr u e  of  mos t UN co mmittee s. Fr om  th e st an dpoin t of eff icie nt op er at io n,  th e  
la tt e r  wo uld cl ea rly be p re fe ra b le ; howe ver, th is  is a ne go tia bl e po in t.

Can ad a did no t reply la st  sp ring  bu t in Octo be r su bm it te d a mem or an du m 
which  was  obvio us ly th e pro du ct  of ex te ns iv e th ought  an d labo r.9 I t has  tw o 
pr in ci pa l new i d e a s :

(1 ) I t prop os es  th a t th e  Se cu ri ty  Co uncil  “d e’e ga te  it s re sp on sibi li ties  fo r 
op er at io na l di re ct io n an d co nt ro l to  th e M il itar y St af f Com m itt ee ” (M SC ).  T h is  
wo uld be a m aj or depart u re  from  curr en t an d past  pr ac tice , und er  which  th e  
Se cr et ar y- G en er al  has  pe rfor m ed  su ch  fu nc tio ns . I t shou ld  no t be seen  simply 
as  a concess ion  to  th e Fr en ch  an d So viet view, al th ou gh  it  ha pp en s to  co rres po nd  
w ith  it.  Can ad a has  co ns is tent ly  giv en ge ne ro us  su pp or t to  UN pe ac ek ee ping , 
ha vin g prov ided  co mp onen ts fo r al l m aj or op er at ions . C an ad ia ns I ha ve  kn ow n 
ha ve  ex pr es se d an no ya nc e th a t pr ev io us  Sec re ta ries -G en er al  ha ve  ta ken  im 
p o rt an t de cis ions  w ithout co ns ul ting  princ ip al  troo p con tr ib u to rs : th e  ch an ge  
of  th e  UNFI CYP (C yp ru s)  co mman de r in 1970 is an  ex am ple.  Th ey  ha ve  al so  
ex pr es se d co nc ern  a t th e lack  of  m il it ar y  ex pe rt is e a t UN  head quar te rs .

(2 ) A H eadquart ers  Sta ff,  wh ich  wo uld  in clud e “a  su bst an ti a l el em en t of  pro 
fe ss iona l m il it ary  ex per ti se ,” wo uld  supp ly  ex per t ad vice  an d in fo rm at io n to 
th e MSC  an d wo uld issu e specifi c ord er s an d in st ru ct io ns to  th e  co mm an de r of

• UNGA Doc ument A/ S PC /15 2, Oct. 4, 1972.



a mission in implementa tion of the  Secur ity Council mandate  and for the con
duct of the operation, subject to periodic review by the committee.

The Canadian proposal would ret ain  for the  Secretary-General responsibility  
to conclude, “with the autho rity  of the Secur ity Council,” agreements with  con
tribut ors  for  the provision of troops, equipment or services as well as Sta tus  of 
Forces agreements with  host  countries. Also, the Secretary-General would, if 
so requested by the Security Council, compile a lis t of potentia l commanders 
for  United Nations peacekeeping missions and lis ts of types of units , equipment 
and  services which member sta tes  m ight make avail able  for peacekeeping opera
tions.

Thus, the  Canadian proposal offers a  number of ideas for  bettering the prepa
rations  for peacekeeping and  for delega ting operation al responsibil ity from the 
Security Council bo a  somewhat less unwield ly body. In my view, however, it  has 
two serious defects.

Fir st,  the  MSC, being composed of mili tary  men, may not have the political  
sens itiv ity required for direc ting peacekeeping operations. These ar e not combat 
opera tions, and much of the day-to-day guidance required by a field commander 
involves political judgment. From that  standpo int a subo rdinate body of the 
Council estab lished  under Artic le 29 of the Charter—as proposed by the Soviet 
Union, the Netherlands, the United  States and others—would be a more appro 
pr iat e vehicle. The MSC would still  be available  for advice on mil itary matters, 
as would the Hea dquarte rs Staff proposed by Canada.

Second—and more cruc ial—the Canadians  propose th at  the MSC, “with mem
bership augmented by the addit ion of Sta tes contributing to the  peacekeeping 
force,” would proceed by majori ty vote, “including the concurring vote of its  
permanent members.” The phrase  I have emphasized would extend the veto by 
any  single perm anent member to all opera tiona l decisions—in the same way as 
the  Soviet proposal. The prospec ts for stalema te are  only too obvious.

An excellent review of the range of proposals was made by the  United King
dom representa tive  to the Special Poli tical  Committee in  his stat eme nt of Novem
ber 24, 1972,10 He listed the types of decisions th at  must be made—authoriza tion,  
aim, dura tion , strength and composition of the force, selection of the commander, 
the  directives to be given him. financing, and management. lie then  recommended 
th at  a large c hart be drawn up showing the various suggestions on how decisions 
would be made w ith respect  to each o f these ques tions, and  t ha t the  Committee of 
33 and  its  Working Group examine  each in turn , ra ther  tha n argue  general 
doctrine .

It  shou ld become much easier to continue th e discussion if it could only be rec
ognized th at  inflexibility or cumbersome procedures are  cer tain  to hamper the 
effectiveness of any opera tio n: that  a range of options exis ts for  methods of de
cision-taking ; and that  the choice of method may vary  according to the nature  of 
the  decis ion to be ta ken—wheth er it concerns, for example, policy control or day 
to day management. There is clearly more tha n one way in which progress 
can be m ad e; but  would it  not help efforts to achieve what might be called in
sti tut ion al compromise if  the  Special Committee and its  Working Group could 
investigate the possibili ty of applying to each point in the  range  of questions for 
decision—the upper  scale of the slide-rule, so to speak—a suitable prescr iption 
from the lower scale, the range of options?

The range  of options, referred to as the  “lower scale,” would include the 
Secur ity Council, the MSC, an Article  29 committee, the Secretary-General, the  
commander, and various combinations thereof.

With  reference to how a subordinate  organ (committee) of the Council would  
function, the B ritis h posed th e following questio ns:

(1) Should the  organ be:
(a)  executive , that  is a decision-taking body in its own right,  or
(b) consu ltative , giving advice to the Secretary-Genera l, or
(c) on some points one, on others the second?

(2) Should ac tions or proposals in connection wi th a peacekeeping operation :
(a)  be made subject to the express approval  of the  organ, or
(b) be only subject to  disapproval, or
(c) be a  mixtu re of the two according to circumstances?

(3) Should the  decision or advice  of the organ be expressed:
(a ) by voting of some sor t or
(b) by the  chairman,  acting at  his discretion  but  in its  name?

w UNGA Docum ent A /S rC /S R  844, Nov. 24, 1972.
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(4)  If  voting of  some sort  is requi red, should the organ  op erate:
(a)  on a basis of unanimi ty, or
(b) only w ith the agreement  or absence of objection from the 5 Perm ane nt 

Members, or
(c) by simple m ajor ity, or
(d) by majority , bu t w ith the view of the  Permanent Members being given 

some special considera tion ?
(5) If  th e agreement  of the 5 Perma nen t Members is  required, is i t :

(a ) agreement on a challenge to an act or proposal that  is involved, or
(b) agreement on the act  or proposal its el f: in other words, should any 

one Perm anent Member by the mere challenging of an act, howrever 
arb itrari ly,  be able to fru str ate it—a sor t of reverse veto?

RESUMP TIO N OF SOV IET-U.S . NEGOTIA TION?a
These views and analy ses expressed by various sta tes  during 1972 r epresent a 

signif icant cont ribut ion to the  understand ing of the key problems. Along with 
the  char t to be prep ared  by the Sec reta riat , they should help the  Committee of 
33 and  its  Working Group in the ir 1973 deliberations. Yet I remain convinced 

I  th at  a brea kthrough leading toward agreed guidelines can only be achieved
through prel iminary Soviet-U.S. negotia tions. If  these two powers can agree, 
the re should be litt le difficulty in achiev ing genera l a gre em ent; if  not, experience 
has shown th at  all e fforts will be stymied.

In  such bilate ral  Soviet-U.S. negotiations , the  B riti sh ana lysi s should  be most 
helpfu l in  dividing the  problems into negotiable components, and  the Neth erlands  
sugges tion of delegating  authority  for  day-to-day opera tions  to the  cha irman 
of a committee established under Artic le 29 might provide an avenue of com
promise—given the  fac t th at  both  the  USSR and the  United States , along with 
most members, accept the  concept of such a committee. Cer tain ideas might also 
be drawn  from the Canadian proposal.

The bilate ral  d iscussions should include the  negotiatio n of a lis t of decisions, 
distingui shing between those th at  would requ ire consultat ion and those th at  
could be left  to the  field commander, the  Secretary-General, the chai rman of the  
committee, or some combinat ion of these . Surely the Soviets, w ith  t he ir advanced 
and  complex economy, realize t ha t day-to-day  managem ent decisions can be made 
more rapid ly, flexibly and efficiently by a single executive tha n by a committee.

Perhaps agreement  would be fac ilit ated if the  aim were for  a given tria l 
period—say, the  prese nt term of Secre tary-G eneral Waldheim. The Soviets have 
repeatedly expressed the ir great confidence in him. Could they not  ag ree to leave 
cer tain  executive funct ions to him, subj ect to consultat ion with  the  committee 
but  not to veto? They could always have recourse to the Secur ity Council in the  
event  th at  he un jus tly  ignored  the  strongly-expressed views of an important 
perm anen t member—a most unlikely event in view of Waldheim’s background 
and temperament and his indelible memory of the Artic le 19 crisis  which plagues 
the  financial hea lth of the UN to this  day.

Among those decisions requiring consultat ion by the Secretary-General with 
the  committee might be the  fo llow ing: composition of the  fo rce; choice of a  com
mande r; agreements  with the host  country and with  countries  provid ing con- 

t tin ge nts; periodic review of the  operation. Until the  contingents are  chosen, the
committee—like  t he  M ilita ry Staff Committee—would cons ist of the  five perm a
nent members of the Secur ity Council. Then represen tatives of sta tes  providing 
major parts  of  the  force would be added to the committee to fulfill its  role dur ing  
the  balance  of the operation.

A critic al problem would s till be the prospect of a veto blocking necessary actio n 
in the committee , as in the  Canadian proposal. In orde r to avoid such a stalemate, 
the  guidelines should provide fo r a  m ajority  vote to s ustain  a proposed actio n by 
the  commander or the Secretary-General, with no veto . In  th e absence of a fav or
able majority, the actio n could not go forward.  (In  the  Council, of course, the  
veto would remain , as provided in the UN Charte r.) This  is not  to imply th at  
voting  would be cus tomary; on the  contrary , I would expect th at  vir tua lly  all 
questions could be resolved by the  commander, the  Secretary-General,  or  by 
committee agreement  ra ther  than  voting. The  provis ion for  major ity  voting 
would be there as a safe ty valve, to be used when urgent  and  necessary  action 
would otherwise  be blocked or too long delayed.

There i s a  Soviet precedent for  t his  distinction between voting in the  Security 
Council and an operating  body. In  connection with  the proposed establish men t
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of an Intern ational Disarmament Organization, which would report to the  Securi ty ’Council and make recommendations for action, the Soviets accepted the  principle of majori ty voting in the two inspection and control  commissions of the  IDO. Speaking in the  Fi rs t Committee of the UN General  Assembly on December 4,1946, Foreign Minis ter Molotov sta ted :

It  should be quite obvious that  the question  of th e well-known principle  of unanimity operating  in the  Secur ity Council has  no relat ion at  all to the work of the  commissions themselves. Consequently, it is entirely wrong tk> consider the  ma tte r in the  ligh t that  any government  possessing the  “right to veto” will be in a position to hinder the fulfillment of the control and inspections . T he control commissions are not the Securi ty Council, and the refore, the re are  no grounds whatsoever fo r saying  t ha t any power making use of the  “right to veto” will be in  a position to o bstruct the  course of control.Unfortunate ly, the re has been no agreement on establish ing the Inte rna tional  Disarmame nt Organization. Nevertheless , Molotov’s stat eme nt suggests that  the  Soviet position on the veto in opera ting organs  repo rting  to the Security  Council may not be graven  in stone.11
Such m ajor ity voting involves a risk for the United States and other permanent members as well as the Soviets. With the changing pa tte rn of repre senta tion in the Secur ity Council, the  United States might  well find itself  in a minori ty on certa in decisions of the committee. Indeed, on the las t four votes of the Security Council on majo r controversial  resolutions, the United States has been in the minority. It  vetoed resolut ions on the Panama  Canal Zone, the Middle Eas t (Ju ly 1973) and Rhodesia and abstained on the  resolut ion adopted by the Council in April 1973 condemning Israel i atta cks  on Lebanon. But to my mind the risk of para lysi s by extension of the veto to the committee  is grav er than the risk that  the  United States might be outvoted. Furtherm ore,  both the  Soviet Union and the United States , as permanent members of the Securi ty Council, would have a veto over the authorizat ion of any operation or its  e®te»mow.
The United States should also recons ider its opposition to any use of the Militar y Staff Committee in voluntary  peacekeeping. It  is true that  the Charter  concept of the  MSG envisaged enforcem ent action  ra ther  than peacekeeping, but the Charter does not forbid such use eithe r. For more than  two decades the MSC’s work has been limited  to one pro forma meeting of about five minutes every two weeks. Yet the MSC includes many experienced milita ry men whose advice to the Secur ity Council on mil itary matters might occasionally  be useful. As th e Soviet document now reads , it appears likely that  the  USSR would rely principally on a committee set  up under Article  29 to ass ist in the establ ishment and conduct of peacekeeping, leaving relat ively  litt le for the  MSC to do. Still, if acceptance of Pa rag rap h II  (2) of the  Soviet document, with its reference  to the MSC, would bring agreement, ami if the Soviets would on the ir part forgo the veto in the committee. I do not see that  any harm  would be done. The MSC might  tur n out  to be quite  useful on cer tain  milita ry aspects of peacekeeping; e.g., cooperating with  the Secretary-General on a rrangem ents  for standby forces, including any tra ining that  might be required . Many officers I have known who served on the MSC d urin g the las t seven ye ars have been men of unusua l ability.All of the foregoing steps toward reach ing agreement would be conditioned on a firm unders tand ing th at  all members of th e UN. and especially the principal contributors, would commit themselves to pay the ir fa ir sha re of future  peacekeeping operations.
There are  numerous arguments made for  not bothe ring to close the gap. In the State Department many experienced officials have fel t that  the ad hoc procedures  used in the pas t have been reasonably effective: they fea r that  changes made to accommodate the  Soviets are bound to impair flexibility and efficiency. They believe tha t, when the need arises—perhaps  in connection with an Arab- Israeli settlement—guidelines will be worked out. The ir argument implies that  the Soviets will be less rigid in the face of an actual situation than  in the establ ishm ent of general guidelines. They may be right . However, the guidelines the Soviets submitted  to the Big Four discussions on the Middle East were no more flexible than those they set forth in the UN document  ci ted above.It  is also argued  that  the will to use UN peacekeeping is more important than  procedures. I would agree, if it is a case of eitl ier/or. I suspect, however, that  the absence of agree d guidelines, the crippling deficit from pas t operations, the lack of any  assu red financing for  futu re operations, and the absence of any sys-

k

4

J

11 I t should also be noted that.  In Securi ty Council elections for iudsres of the In te rn a tional C ourt of Jus tice, ther e is no veto (St atu te of the  ICJ , Article 10).
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tematic preparatio n for peacekeeping have had a  demoralizing  effect  which in it 
self affects the wil lingness of countries  to rely on UN peacekeeping. Consequently, 
1 feel that  every effort should he made to resto re the momentum of negotiations 
on guidel ines, using the Netherlands, Canad ian, Soviet and American documents 
along with  other proposals.

A Soviet-U.S. agreement , of course, would not gua rantee acceptance by the en
tire membership of the U.N. Action would then have to be taken  by the Working 
Group of the Committee of 33, the Committee  itself , the  Genera l Assembly, and 
the Secur ity Council. As in the case of the various arms control agreements ne
gotia ted in Geneva, some modif ication may be brought in by othe r members and 
accepted. But  these  arms  control agreements  have also demonstrated how prio r 
U.S.-Soviet accord gives tremendous  impetus toward general acceptance on peace 
and secur ity issues.

4 Based  on both form al and informal stat eme nts I heard from represen tatives
of many sta tes  during the years I represented the United States in the Commit
tee of 33 (1966-1971), 1 am convinced that  a Soviet-U.S. agreement, if it can be 
achieved, would be widely  welcomed by othe r members and would pave the way 
toward generally agreed guidelines, thus providing a firm foundation  for launcli- 
ing and financing fu tur e UN peacekeeping operations. A review of the wri tten 
stat eme nts submitted  in the spring of 1972 and the oral  s tatemen ts in the  General 
Assembly las t fall , with  the ir cons tant emphasis on the  need for  a polit ical ac
commodation, s trengthens this  conviction.

The People's Republic of China has thus f ar  declined to pa rtic ipa te in the work 
of the Committee of 33 an d has  subm itted  no wri tten stat ement  in response to 
the request in General Assembly Resolut ion 2835 (XXVI).  It s eventual position 
must, therefore, be a ma tte r for conjecture. Yet the PRC has  paid  its sha re of 
the cost of the UN observer  missions in Kashmir and the Middle Eas t, both es
tabli shed  before it took its sea t a t the  UN. If, as appe ars likely, a Soviet-U.S. 
agreement obta ins genera l supp ort among the nonaligned countries—perhap s 
with  minor modif ications—there is no thing in th e record of the  PRC to  date to in
dicate th at  it could sabotage  such a general accord.

It  is, therefore, my convic tion that  Moscow and Wash ington  should get serious 
abou t peacekeeping n egotiations—serious enough to challenge the ir own doctrines , 
to involve the  highest officials in both capitals, and to make a strenuous, sustaine d 
effort to close the  gap. Otherwise, an opportunity to strengthen  the UN in one 
of its c rucial ly im por tant functions  may be lost.

I
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AP PE ND IX  V

I nternational P eace Academy Seminar  I I ,  “U .N . P eacekeeping,”
Remarks by V ice Adm. J ohn  M . Lee, April  8 ,19 72

Presentation and Discussion of Problem I I : “Article 47—Military Staff 
Committee—Its F unctions and Problems”

Our problem in this  session is to discuss the Mil itary  Staff Committee. To set 
the  stage, I have been asked to briefly remind you of wha t w*as the original con
cept of the  MSC and how it  ran  promptly into a brick  wall, to summarize the 
MSC’s sta te during the remainder of i ts existence up to the presen t, and  to note 
some current positions on its  prope r role. Fina lly, I will subject you to a few 
enti rely  personal view’s on the MSC’s possible uti lity  th at  may serve as one of 
our  points of depar ture  for subsequent discussion.

Original concept.—We should keep in mind the concepts th at  lay behind the 
chart er art icle s referr ing  to the  MSC. Clearly it  was to be an approximation  of 
the  combined Chiefs of Staff of the Second World War. It  was to be formed of 
the  Chiefs of Staff of the permanen t members of the  Security  Council. Under 
the  MSC, U.N. field commanders would be like World  War II  thea ter  command
ers, on the order of General Eisenhower’s Supreme Hea dqu arte rs Europe. It  wras 
with  this  ra ther  grandiose  concept of a great mil itary alliance , ready to conduct 
a gre at classic war  aga inst some new Hitler, that  the mil itary term s of the 
chart er were drafted , and that  the ini tia l MSC sat  down to do its work.

Ear ly history.— Init ially, the MSC was take n entirely seriously. Getting it 
sta rte d was on the agenda  of the very first  meeting of the Secur ity Council. At 
the  23rd Secur ity Council meeting, in Feb ruary 1946, af ter considering the 
MSC’s repo rt on i ts rules of procedure and sta tute, the  Securi ty Council adopted 
a d irective to the MSC, reading, in pa rt, as follow’s :

* * * Council * * * direct the Mili tary  Staff Committee, as its  first task,  
to examine  from the mil itary poin t of view the  provisions contained in 
Article 43 of the Ch arter * * ♦.

The MSC was given sub stan tial  resources for its  work. From the United  S tates, 
as probably the  larg est example, there were three very senior officers, one each 
from Army, Navy and Air Force, supported  in  New York by over 40 staff officers, 
plus appropriate other ranks , and backed up by the  Joi nt and Service Staffs in 
the  Pentagon.

This strongly sta ffed MSC worked on th e Article 43 study a  year,  without agree
ment. In February  1947, the  Security  Council indicated impatience, and set a 
deadl ine of April. The MSC met that  deadline by subm itting  an unagreed paper.
Of 41 points  which they had considered, 16—and these were cen tral  issues— \
showed conflicting view’s, in  some cases, severa l conflicting views. *

In brief,  the  split s showed th at  the  United States wanted very large  forces of 
all ser vices; Russia , England, France and China wanted smal ler forces. All but 
the  Soviet Union w’anted comparable, but  not necessarily identical, force con
tributio ns ; the Soviets wanted iden tical  contributions. The Soviet Union held 
that  the forces must be based at  home except when called u p ; the United States 
opposed tha t re stric tion.

The m otiva tions of the splits  ar e f air ly obvious. The re was a developing mutua l 
distrus t between East and West, a meticu lous effort to insure th at  th e othe r side 
did not obtain a mechanism for crea ting  mil itary advantage , and a Soviet effort 
to get United  States  forces back home.

It  is conventional to say that  th e MSC failed in the first gre at assignment. Ac
tually, i t’s quite clear that  the  rea l problem w’as not in the na tur e or in the  mecha
nism of the MSC, or in the  level of m ilit ary  or diplom atic skills there . The prob
lem was that  the  grandiose collective security concept of the  char ter was un
workable—certain ly amidst the divergences and suspicions of the budding Cold 
War.

(92)
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We might remember, in this connection, that  th e Security Council d id no bet ter 
with  the problem. It  d iscussed the MSC report in Jun e and July 1947. I t resolved 
none of the questions. Fina lly, the Council simply buried the repo rt, and there it 
remains.

And du ring  the ensuing 25 years, the Mili tary  S taff Committee has  been rest ing 
on i ts oars.

Current status.— Of course, in this generation of inact ivity , the MSC’s capa
bilities have atrophied.  I mentioned the larg e staff resources of the  MSC of 
1946-47—near ly 50 U.S. officers ful l time, plus much external help; today no 
single U.S. officer spends full  time, or any sub stantial amount of his time, on th e 
MSC. I  am  n early  c ertain  the same i s t rue of th e o ther  MSC members, and  of the 
Secreta riat.

The MSC has  become a  name and a set of c ha rte r provisions. I t is not  a func- 
j  tioning agency, nor could i t now function. Of course i t could be made functional—
* it has  its chart er const itu tion; given staff, housing  and equipment, it  could go to 

work.
But  un til that  is done, the MSC exists only form ally—its  biweekly meetings are  

brief, standard ized  sessions by men whose work  is elsewhere, 
t  Current views.— It  is interesting that  within  the  las t month, the USSR and

the United  States have submitted the ir divergent peacekeeping  views to the  Sec
retary-General. From  these  submissions, we can gathe r their  positions on the 
MSC.

Ambassador Bush of the United  State s, in his let ter  of March 30, accepts  the 
possibi lity of using indiv idual  MSC delegates as exper ts, available for  advice in 
nat ional delegat ions to a proposed Council Subcommittee, but  he  sees no present  
role for the MSC i tself. In this, he makes a sha rp distinctio n between, on the one 
hand, current consent-type peacekeeping, and, on the  other, enforcement action 
under Chapter  VII. Only fo r the lat ter , in some indefini te fu ture , does th e United  
States let ter  see the MSC playing its  charter role.

The Soviet Union, on the othe r hand, in Ambassador Malik ’s le tte r to the 
Secretary-General of March 17, does envision a c urrent  place for a  live MSC. The 
Soviet letter, like the  American, contemplates a Council Subcommittee, called a 
Committee on Operations. But, in addition, although most of the  funct ions seem 
to go to  the Committee on Operations, the MSC, and the  MSC provis ions of the 
charter , are  specifically made pa rt  of the Soviet-advocated peacekeeping 
mechanism.

I am not awa re of recen t formal statements of position of other inte rest ed 
natio ns on the s ubject of the  MSC, in the Committee of 33, i ts Working Group, o r 
elsewhere. There were corr idor rumors a t one time of a Cana dian proposal in the  
mat ter, but to the  best of my knowledge, th at  has not surfaced.

So the m atter rests, for the t ime being, in the official arena.
Personal view.— Let me take a moment now to give you an entire ly, and I mus t 

emphasize this, entirely personal view of the prop er role for the  MSC. I offer it 
to you as a straw  m an ; you may wish to shoot a t i t in t he discussion period.

My concept hangs f rom two convictions.
'The firs t is that  the  m ilita ry professional ism of the UN peacekeeping business 

is not good, th at  i t could be greatly improved by a working professional organism 
L at  U.N. headquarters, th at  th is improvement would be well worth  making re gar d

less of decisions on th e other disputed  aspects of plann ing and  control ling peace
keeping, a nd th at  such enhanced professionalism would become even more im por
tant  if the U.N. gets again involved in more combatan t types of consent-type

* peacekeeping (a la Congo) and a for tiori if it  ever moves toward enforcement
w  actio n under C hapter VII.

My second convict ion is that  the  MSC is the  co rrect spot to  build this improved 
professionalism into the hea dqu arters strucure . Why resurrect  the  MSC? Because, 
as a chart er agency, it has  poten tial  status. It  reports, basically, to the  Secur ity 
Council. If  persuasive  to the  Secur ity Council, so th at  the  Council adopted its 
positions, those positions would become author itat ive . Mili tary advisers, or other 
non-char ter agency, would lack this leverage, and therefo re lack effectiveness.

The professional functions that  I would propose to get out of the MSC involve 
both planning and operations.

In the  plann ing—or preparedness—side, the re are litera lly  hundred s and 
thousands of man hours of staff  work th at  could be don e: d rafting  doc trines and 
stan dards, prescribing and conducting training, inspecting, establishing  logistic 
and communica tion ar ran geme nts ; all the problems of standa rdizat ion , pre pa ra
tion and readiness.
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In the operat ions area , the  MSC and its  staff could usefully do urgent recon
naissance in crisis, could recommend the composition and size of required forces, 
could provide some highly  tra ined staff officers for  the fi rst weeks of a new force, 
could advise on deployment locations and on operational instructio ns to th e force, 
could work out logistics  and communications , etc. It  would he of enormous uti l
ity in crisis  to have U.N.-trained m ilita ry resources  ava ilable a t U.N. head qua rter s 
for immediate reconnaissance,  and for  p rofessional recommendations to the Sec
retary-Genera l on mil itar y requi rements for peacekeeping forces for the specific- 
task in hand. Further,  it would he invaluable to have simila rly available a few 
key s taff officers for the field commander, fully trained  up on headquarter s think
ing, and ready on hours notice to help get the commander’s sta ff sta rted in the 
field. One of the  profoundest lacks of the  United  Nations, in the mil itary field, 
is a capaci ty for such fast,  efficient, ad hoc m ilit ary  reconnaissance, evalua tion, 
force planning , operation al planning , and execution—all tailored to a specific, i
developing, crisi s situation.

A working MSC could greatly improve performance during this critica l, init ial 
ph as e; it could also help subs tant ially with ready  professional  apprec iation, ad
vice, and action throughout th e operation.

I would not conceive of the MSC as  being in a chain of operational  command. 4
Basically, it would work for and repo rt to the Secur ity Council. But the Council 
could and should direc t the MSC to support the Secretary-General. With  such 
a tas k assigned, I believe the  MSC could estab lish its accep tability and utili ty 
in the Secreta riat.  Since its role would be advisory, both to Council and Secreta ry- 
General, the  MSC would not be immobilized by the  ve to ; it could if necessary 
submit split views.

Such MSC functions would require a relat ively  substan tial  milita ry staff. While 
it  would be possible to resurrect  the post-war system of having the staff work 
done by national delegations, I am convinced from my own experience that  much 
bette r, and much more international, work could be done if  an international mili
tar y staff, composed of officers and men seconded to the MSC, not members of 
delegations,  did the basic staff work.
Conclusion.—In conclusion, let  me make a final point. The las t thing I wan t 

to do is sound as though I were proposing ano the r panacea for all the diseases 
of peacekeeping. As you a ll know, libr ary  shelves groan under such blueprin ts— 
some of them sensible and some wild. Still speaking only for myself, I do not 
know how to improve peacekeeping in any fundam enta l way without a politica l 
consensus on the subject which can be subscribed to by the  permanent Council 
members, a nd by a heal thy majority  of a ll other sta tes  in the General Assembly.

Given tha t consensus, however, I would argue  th at  a revived MSC, with a sound 
and integrated inte rna tion al staff, organiza tionally positioned as prescribed in 
the charter , but also under orders  from the Securi ty Council to support the Secre
tary-General in peacekeeping matter s—such an MSC could make badly needed 
contributions to planning  and prep aring for peacekeeping, and to the execution 
of peacekeeping operations, at  whatever level of intensity they might take  place.

The MSC, in such circumstances, would raise the  mili tary  professionalism of 
peacekeeping operations. Let me now tur n you over to General Rikhye, who in 
his long and honored career as an internatio nal  soldier has suffered many a time 
and  oft from the U.N.’s lack of mili tary  professionalism. )

J



AP PE ND IX  VI
[F ro m  V is ta , M ay-J une 1970]

T iie  P erils of P eacekeeping

(B y M aj . Gen.  In d a r J it  R ik h y e 1 )

One  of my fi rs t ex pe rien ce s as  a UN pe ac ek ee pe r w as  a shoc ke r. I t  ca me du r
ing a loc al cr is is  th a t fla red up  be tw een UN Em erge nc y For ce  tro op s and some  
ar m ed  Ar abs. As Chief  of Staf f, I mad e a st ro ng pro te st  to  th e loca l E gyptian  
au th ori ti es.  To  my  u tt e r am az em en t, an  Egy pt ia n offic ial w ith wh om  I had  
deve lop ed  a w ar m  fr ie ndsh ip  sudd en ly  ac cu sed me of  be ing a Je w is h st ooge! 
W he n I co mplain ed  to  Brig .-G en eral  Am in Il ilm y el Tan i, Chief  of  St af f UA R 
Lia ison  St af f to UNE F,  he  sh ru gg ed  an d sa id  qu iet ly .

"W e ha ve  a sa yi ng  in  Arab ic,  th a t if  you ge t in  be tw ee n tw o pe op le  ha vi ng  
a fight,  you m us t be pre pa re d a t le ast  to  ha ve  you r sh ir t to rn .” T his  Ara bi c 
sa yi ng  w as  to  p rove  t ru e  t im e an d tim e ag ain.

I ha d no no tio n a t al l th a t I was  in te nd ed  to  bec ome a pe ac ek ee pe r, whe n I 
w as ap po in te d in  comm and of In d ia ’s Secon d Con tin ge nt  to  UNEF in Gaz a in  
Octo be r 1957. Th e Ch ief  of Sta ff  of th e In d ia n  Army . G en eral  K. S. Thim yy a,  ad 
vis ed  me to en su re  th a t th e var io us  comp on en ts of  th e co nt in ge nt , th e  in fa n tr y  
bat ta lion , logi st ic  unit s an d pe rson ne l fo r H eadquart ers  UNEF  fit ted sm oo th ly  
w ithi n th e fr am ew or k of th e in te rn ati onal fo rce un der  th e co mman d of  th e  
C an ad ia n L ie ute nan t Gen eral  E. L. M. B ur ns .

On arr iv a l in  G az a I foun d ev eryo ne  c or di al  an d he lp fu l. In d ia  en joye d fr ie nd ly  
re la ti ons w ith  al l th e co un tr ie s co nt ri but in g tro op s to  UNEF , an d part ic u la rl y  
w ith  Eg yp t, th e ho st  co un try.  Th e in te rn ati onal st af f w as  co op er at iv e an d 
fr iend ly . My Con tin ge nt  se tt le d down  ha pp ily  an d soo n dis ting ui sh ed  it se lf  a t  
work an d play . Gen eral  B ur ns spo ke  fa vo ra bl y of us  an d wh en th e Se cr et ar y-  
■General. Dag  H am m ar sk jo ld , came  to  sp en d C hr is tm as  1957 w ith UNE F,  he  w as  
im pres se d w ith ou r pe rfor man ce .

Thr ee  mon th s la te r I was  ap po nt ed  Chief  of  St af f to  G en er al  B urn s in  rec og 
ni tion  of th e outs ta ndi ng  co nt ribu tion  of  my  Con tin ge nt  to  UNE F.  T hus I be
came  a UN pe ac ek ee pe r w itho ut w ar ni ng or  p re par at io n.

A pe ac ek ee pe r m us t a t th e outs et  es ta bl is h good wor ki ng  an d pe rs on al  re la 
tion s w ith  all  hi s job  br in gs  him  in to  co nt ac t w ith . I w as  fo rt una te  to  ha ve  
do ne  so al re ad y as  Con tin ge nt  Co mm ander. I was  soo n to le ar n, ho wev er,  th a t 
unde r th e pre ss ure s of work an d st re ss  of  cr is is  th es e good re la tions so met im es  
ca n be st ra in ed  to  th e lim it.  A pe ac ek ee pe r a tt em pting to  reso lve a cr is is  w it h  
a logica l an d un bi as ed  ap pr oa ch  m us t be pr ej ia re d to  ha ve  hi s ef fo rts flo un de r on  
ill og ical an d em ot iona l blocks . Ofte n th e  part ie s inv olved in  a cri si s hav e a 
ve ry  ba sic ap pr oa ch  to pe ac ek ee pe rs  who th ey  fee l ar e  e it her fo r th em  or again st  
them  an d th a t th ere  ca n be no  neu tr al po sit ion.  Pla yi ng  th e th ir d  part y  ro le  
th us ha s it s in her en t prob lem s. Th e U ni ted N at ions  op er at io ns in  th e  Congo 
wer e a typi ca l ex am pl e whe re  man y ex pe rie nc ed  pe ac ek ee pe rs  an d neg otiat ors  
w or ki ng  st ri ct ly  w ith in  th e fr am ew or k of  di re ct iv es  rece ived  fr om  H eadquart ers  
U ni te d Nat io ns  became ca su al ti es  of  bi as  an d slan de r. ON UC ’s (U nited  N a
tion s Ope ra tio ns  in  th e Congo) m an dat e re qui re d it  to  ass is t in  un if ic at io n of  
th e Congo. Moise Tshomh e of  K at an ga.  Antoine  Gizenga of  S ta nl ey vi lle an d 
ot her  tr ib a l le ad er s ea ch  in  tu rn  accu sed th e  UN  of  ac ting as  a co loni al  and  
fa sc is t po we r. Th os e of  us  wh o re pr es en te d th e UN  in  th e  fie ld w er e labe le d 
ra c is ts  an d an ti -A fr ic an . B ut  in  sp ite  of al l sl an de ro us  ch ar ge s lev eled  a t him, 
a pe ac em ak er  m us t le ar n t o sh ru g th em  off. ne ve r l os ing si ght of  h is  ob jec tiv e,  i.e., 
re so lu tion  of th e cr is is  th ro ug h pe ac eful  means . I f  th is  m ea ns  m ee ting  w ith  th os e 
who  sl an der  him , he  m us t no t hesi ta te  to  do so.

1 M ai.  Gen.  In d ar J i t  Rikhy e (I nd ia n  Army  R el lr ed ) is  fo rm er  M il it ar y  Adv iso r to  th e 
U N . Sec re ta ry -G en er al  an d pre se ntly Cha irm an  of  th e  In te rn a ti o n a l Pea ce  Ac adem y 
‘Com mittee .
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After the  init ial  indignation at  being unfa irly  accused had passed, I developed 
a skin th ick enough to w iths tand the sha rpest barbs. M.v work often led me to call 
on Congolese leaders, a duty I had  to perform regardles s of what they had or 
had  not said  about me. They never  refused to see me and my perseverance often 
showed positive  results  despite the  pessimism voiced by some diplomatic ob
servers .

Regardless  of the tru ly internatio nal  att itu de  of UN Staff and members of a 
force or observer missions, many diplomatic representatives and local leade rship  
identify personnel and contingents with  the  att itu des of the ir national  leaders.
When Pat rice Lumumba was removed from office a s Prime Ministe r by Pres iden t 
Joseph  Kasavubu and when la te r Lumumba was bru tal ly murdered in Katanga.
Pres iden t Kwame Nkrum ah of Ghana  spoke out in his defense and against  his
polit ical enemies. As a resu lt the  highly tra ine d and well led Ghana Contingent
in the Congo became suspect and was accused of acting  contrary  to United
Nations orders. Nothing could have been fu rth er  f rom the  t rut h. Similar ly when
the late Jaw ahe r Lal Nehru spoke out in the  Ind ian  Parliament against coups
d’etat  and in defense of Pa tric e Lumumba, the cons titut iona lly appointed Prime
Minister  Rajesh war Dayal, the  Ind ian  Special Representative of the Secreta ry- 4
General, and I became suspect. After Dayal lef t the  Congo, i t was deemed in  the
best inte res ts of ONUC opera tions th at  I, too, as an Indian, should return  to
New York. Even the  greatest internatio nal  civil serva nt, Dag Hammarskjo ld,
Secretary-General of the  United  Nations,  did not escape the  charge  of being
a stooge of the West. Our world organ izatio n made up of nation  s tate s has yet to
develop into a  fully  operative tra nsn ational inst itut ion. Those of us who have been
privileged to part icipat e in this evo lutionary experimen t in internatio nal  relations
hopefully  have no t acted  in vain.

A peacem aker has  to work long hours over long periods. He has  to be ready 
for sudden trave l, his frien ds understand ing of las t minute the ate r and dinner 
cancella tions, and his family able to accept with equan imity  the  complete disrup
tion of normal home life. During a crisi s ther e are  no regular  hours for  meals or 
sleep and a peacemaker sleeps and  eat s when he  can.

Dag Hammarskjold believed in keeping close contact with  the  field, and I 
made eleven tr ips  during the first yea r of ONUC operations . Always on arriv al at 
Leopoldville af te r a two nigh t trip  across  the Atlantic Ocean and the  continent 
of Africa, I would go into conference immedia tely. These meetings might last  
severa l days and  through the  bet ter pa rt of most nights.  Often I would be re
quired  to rush  back to New York, with vita l information for the Secretary- 
General. On one such occasion, af ter the  removal of Pat rice  Lumumba from 
office by Pre sident  Joseph Kasavubu, Dag Hammarskjold cabled urgently  for 
my immediate return  to Head quar ters.  The Secur ity Council was to meet and 
he needed more info rmation before making a statement. There were no regu lar 
flights out  of Leopoldville for  the  nex t several hours. ONUC’s resourceful Chief 
Adm inis trat ive Officer John  Oliver requisitioned a U.S. Air Force plane to fly 
me to  France. We left  a t 2 :30 A.M., made a refueling stop at  Wheelus Air Force 
Base, Tripoli , Libya and arrived  the  nex t morning in France. A USAF mil itary 
police car  rushed me to  Orly in time for  the noon Air France  flight to Idlewild.
Within minutes of my arriv al at  the UN I was in the Securi ty Council, s itting J
behind the Secretary-General, rapid ly whispering my repo rt into his ear.

When th e si tuat ion in the  Congo stabilized somewhat  th e tempo of work slowed 
but only slightly . Then came othe r new cr ises : Wes t Irian.  Yemen. Cuba and so 
on. The same sense of urgency prevai led, the sudden t rav el and work around the / j
clock continued. The recen tly reti red  Foreign Secreta ry of India . M. G. Desai. 
on a vi sit to  the  United S tate s was to dine w ith me the  evening the Secur ity Coun
cil decided to dispatch  an observer mission to Santo Domingo. After the  Council 
meeting U Thant  decided th at  I should leave immediately  with  a small staff to 
set up the mission. I only succeeded in keeping my dinn er date  through the 
courtesy of Eas tern  Airlines who managed to give us reservations on the ir las t 
flight leaving New York a t midnight.

A peacekeeper must accept some risk  to life  and limb. While every possible 
prec aution is  take n to  minimize such risks a  peacekeeper can ha rdly  be effective if 
he sits  indoors  all the  time, safe and sound. He must visi t in the field, he must 
see his associates  often  in remote and inaccessible places and he should meet 
lead ers of par ties involved in the crisis. All this  requires him to travel by dif ferent 
modes of transp ort  and in ai rc ra ft of obscure lit tle  airlines. Even when the 
UN maintains its  own a irc ra ft it is sometimes difficult to  serv ice them to required 
standard s due to clim ate in the  area and often primitive  conditions prev alen t at  
airfields. On one occasion sudden heavy rains swamped the Yugoslav remote out-
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post at  the southern end of the  Int ern ational Fro nti er on the Sinai  pla teau 
overlooking the Gulf of Aqaba. As soon as the  storm lifted I decided to visit  th e 
post, to see for myself what could be done to alleviate the  damage done by the  
flash flood. It  would have  ta ken  two days to get the re by road, so I decided to 
fly to a mak eshift ai rs tri p in the  adjace nt lake  bed. The only ai rc ra ft  immedi
ately availab le was a  single engined O tter. Ju st  then this type of a irc ra ft was  no t 
too pop ular; only a few weeks before the re had  been a fa ta l accid ent in which 
both the  crew had  been killed. Since I insisted  on flying, the  Commander of the  
Cana dian Air Trans port Unit, Wing Commander Anderson, decided to fly me 
there himsel f. I t tu rne d out to be a fort unate  decision.

Afte r concluding our  visi t at  the  Yugoslav camp we took off over the  edge of 
the Sinai pla teau  and  towards  the  turquoise blue Gulf of Aqaba. Anderson had  

J. the  Otter ’s nose up to gain  he ight. Suddenly  the  engine splu ttered, coughed and
then  died completely. Anderson jerk ed the  nose down into  a steep glide, veered 
sharply toward the  Yugoslav camp and made a forced land ing on the  firs t open 
patch  of baked mud he found. But for  the experience and  coolness of t his officer, 

a results  could well have been otherwise.
•  The prim ary  role of a peacekeeper is to stop violence and  negotia te crit ical

situations peacefully. These  atte mpts are not  alway s success ful and violence 
does sometimes break out. The re was such an  unsuccessful att em pt on my pa rt 
and heavy fighting did brea k out. The Congolese author itie s suspicious of 
Ghana’s role in the  Congo had  ordered the  Ghanian ambassador out  of  the  coun
try , threatening force if he refused to go. ONUC provided protec tion to several 
diplomatic embassies, including the  Ghana Embassy, at  the ir request. While  I 
debated with  the  Congolese on the inadvisabili ty of physically removing an am
bassador, con trary to all diplomatic  procedures and immunities, the Congolese 
security police and Army attem pted  forcibly to evict Ambassador Welbeck. This 
attempt , however, was successfully blocked by ONUC troops around the  Ghana 
Embassy.

Ju st  as Nkrumah’s persona l emissary, Br itish M ajor General H arr y Alexander, 
and I concluded arra ngemen ts to bring Welbeck to ONUC headquarte rs, prior 
to dep artu re of Accra, sudden heavy fighting broke out between the Congolese 
forces and ONUC troops. The Congolese high command could not  be reached, 
so Alexander and I decided to go to the Embassy, get Welbeck out and put  
an end to the fighting. It  was dark alre ady  and the Congolese troops, abou t 
a thousand  of them, fired with  wild abandon at  any thin g th at  moved. They 
were sprea d across the  suburb  containing many beau tifu l villas  housing the 
embassies. Tra cer  bullet s from Congolese a rmored cars and machine guns flew 
in every direction. Alexander and I decided to  abandon the jeep and c rawl to the 
embassy. Bul lets whizzed over our heads as we inched our  way through the  
mud. Since ONUC troops were centered around the  Ghana Embassy  a mile 
away we wondered why the  Congolese were under such heavy fire. Then it 
dawned upon us th at  in the  dark, the  Congolese were firing at  each other. It  
was impossible for  us to reach  the Embassy on our stomachs so we decided 
to risk  hail ing the nea res t Congolese troops. We spr inted toward an armored 
car nearby, announced ourselves to the officer and asked him to requ est his 

< super iors to stop the fight. We were much relieved when he agree d to relay
the message. He could have ju st  as easily shot us. Minutes la te r a jeep with  
headlights blazing came charging  towards  us with  ira te  UN Security officers 
demanding to know where we had been. They had lost us in the  dark . In the 

.  jeep head lights Alexander and I looked at each other. We were both such a
w  mess, caked with  m ud from head to toe th at  despite the  grav ity of the  situatio n

we burst  out laughing. But we were lucky to be alive and we finally succeeded 
in gett ing Welbeck out unharmed.

Despi te the  many fru strations , even the  slightes t improvement  in a crisi s 
situ atio n is immensely rewarding. It  makes up for  all the  hard work, tension,  
menta l and physical fatigue, opposition and  slander and. not  to say the  least , 
the risk  to one’s career  and possibly life. It  is this sense of achievement  th at  
provides the essential  spark necessary in contin uing efforts  to resolve crisis.

The United Nation  peacekeeping operations  have varied in size and form 
in different situations. There were the observer type of operations in the Middle 
East , the  United  Nations Truce Supervisor Operations, and in Kashmir the 
United Nations Observer group in Ind ia and Pak istan. But UNEF,  the UN Emer
gency Force in the  Middle East,  was the first attempt where mil itar y uni ts were 
employed nei ther to fight nor to enforce but  mainta in peace and quiet through 
peaceful means. Afte r the  1956 w ar in the  Middle East . UNEF was estab lished 
to enable all foreign forces to withdraw , to clear  the Suez Canal and finally



to  pa tr o l th e Arm is tic e D em ar ca tion  Line in  th e Ga za Str ip , th e  In te rn ati onal F ro n ti er alon g th e Si na i an d Sha rm  el Sh eikh  ov er look ing th e en tr an ce  to th e Gul f of  Aq aba.
In  th e  cou rs e of  te n ye ar s,  U NEF pr ov ed  i ts  eff ec tiv eness by re du cing  in ci de nt s 

be tw ee n Is ra el an d UA R to  m in or  ones. In  fa ct , bo th  sid es  we re  ab le  to  develop  th e ir  la nds  ri gh t up to  th e  tw o foot  wide di tc h m ar ki ng th e  Arm istic e D em ar ca 
ti on  Li ne  an d w er e ab le  to  carr y  ou t th e ir  oth er  pu rs u it s in  pea ce.  Con cil iat ion,  ho wev er,  n ev er  go t u nd er  way  a nd  there  w as  nev er  a  se rio us  a tt em pt to reso lve th e po li tica l cr is is . I t w as  e vide nt  th a t as  lo ng  a s U N EF sto od  b etw ee n Is ra el  an d th e UA R th er e wo uld be peace. UNE F,  es ta bl is he d by a Gen eral Assem bly  reso lu tio n,  
co uld only he  in trod uc ed  in to  th e  a re a  by co ns en t of  th e  part ie s inv olv ed. Is ra e l 
re fu se d to  ac ce pt  U NEF on te rr it o ry  unde r it s  c o n tr o l; th e  Fo rce could  fin ally only he  es ta bl ishe d w ith  th e  co nsen t of th e  UA R on it s te rr it o ry . When th e UAR 
w ithd re w  th a t co ns en t on May 17, 1967 th e  U ni ted N at ions  had  li tt le  choice bu t to  w ithdra w  th e For ce  w ithout be ing in  an y do ub t as  t o  th e  gr av e conse quenc es.  I t  be ca me ap pare n t fro m th is  ex pe rie nc e th a t whe n a peac ek ee ping  op er at io n 
suc ceeds, a tt em pts  a t co nc ili at ion shou ld  no t he  she lved . When U T han t re po rted  to  t h e  Se cu ri ty  Co uncil  th a t as  th e  c on se nt  o f th e UA R to re ta in  UNEF  ha d been  w ithd ra w n,  he  ha d no o th er  a lt e rn ati ve  bu t to  w ithdra w  th e Fo rce , neit her th e Gen eral  As sem bly  th a t had  es ta bl ishe d th e For ce  in  th e fi rs t in st an ce  no r the Se cu ri ty  Counc il ad op ted an y m ea su re s to  av oid th e  dan ge rs  of w ar fo re w ar ne d 
by U Tha nt . Thu s th e  U ni ted Nat ions , fo r th e  v ery reas on s th a t pr ec lude d it  fr om  deve loping  co nc ili at or y ef fo rts  to reso lve th e  c ri ti cal si tu at io n  i n th e  M iddle  E as t, 
prov ed  he lpless  to  p re ve nt  w ar  i n th e  a re a  t h a t flar ed  u p in Ju ne 1967.

W es t Ir ia n  pr es en te d an oth er si tu at io n . A ft er  se ve ra l yea rs  of  ho st il it ie s the 
N et he rl an ds  an d In do ne si a ag re ed  th a t th e  fu tu re  of  th e te rr it o ry  wo uld  he 
de cid ed  by a re fe re nd um . F ir st , host il it ie s be tw ee n th e two co un tr ie s wo uld  cease. 
Th e Dut ch  au th ori ti es an d fo rces  wou ld w ith dr aw , tu rn in g  ov er th e  res pons ibi li ty  to  th e U ni ted N at io ns  Tem po ra ry  Exe cu tive  A ut ho ri ty  an d a Uni ted Na
tion s Se cu ri ty  Fo rc e fo r a pe riod  of  six mon ths, a ft e r wh ich  In do ne si a wo uld  as su m e al l re sp on sibi li ty  in cl ud in g th a t of  org an iz at io n of a  re fe re nd um . On th e 
ev en ing th e  Se cu ri ty  Co uncil  ga ve  i ts  ap pr ov al  to  th is  ag re em en t, th e  Se cretary-  Gen eral  s en t me to  th e t e rr it o ry  t o  a rr ange c es sa tio n of  h os ti li ties . W ith  th e he lp 
of  25 ob se rv er s fro m se ve ra l co un tr ie s,  RC AF an d USA F a ir c ra ft , I suc ceeded in -con ce nt ra tin g In do ne si an  fo rc es  in  th e  te rr it o ry  a t se lecte d ar ea s,  hal ti ng  al l fig hti ng . A co nt in ge nt  o f ab ou t 1000 was  re qu es ted from  P ak is ta n  an d it s si x com 
pa ni es  w ere deplo yed in  W es t Ir ia n  by Octo be r 1962. su pp or ted by USA F a ir c ra ft  an d N et he rl an ds  na val  ve ssels  m an ne d by th e  P ak is ta n  Na vy . Th e UN br ou gh t pe ac e to  th e  is la nd  an d su bs eq ue nt ly  tu rn ed  ov er  t h e  re sp on sibi lit y fo r th e  t e r r ito ry  to  In do ne si a by du e dat e an d de pa rted .

The  U ni ted N at io ns  ha d al re ad y been  in  th e Congo sin ce  Ju ly  I96 0 wh en  it  fa ce d it s gre ate st  ch all enge . Thi s prov ed  th e  l a rg est  op er at io n un de rt ak en  by the 
or ga ni za tion  sin ce  i ts  ince pt ion.  Be sid es  th e en or m ity of  th e  pro ble m co nf ro nt ing it  in  th e  C ongo, th e  o pe ra tion  ca us ed  a m aj or pol it ic al  an d fin an cia l cr is is  w ith in  th e Uni ted Nati on s, je op ar di zi ng  th e  de ve lopm en t of  it s peac ek ee ping  ab il ity.  The  Congo inv olved gre at sacr ifi ce s fro m it s st af f an d pe rson ne l, includ ing the ex trem e sacr ifi ce  of it s Se cret ar y- Gen er al , D ag  H am m ar sk jo ld . Th e main fa ct s of  th e  Congo im brog lio  a re  sufficie ntly know n, thou gh  unfo rt unat ely  th e si tu a 
tion  in  th e  Congo an d th e Uni ted N at io ns  invo lvem en t are  of ten po rt ra yed  in  a ve ry  m is le ad in g man ne r.  H ar as se d by m ut in y,  law le ss ne ss  an d th e co lla pse of  pub lic  o rd er  a nd  se rv ice s fro m w ithin  an d aff lict ed by fo re ign in te rv en tion , th e yo un g Rep ub lic  of  th e Congo ap pe aled  to  th e U ni te d Nat io ns  fo r help.  Th e 
Sec ur ity Counc il co mm itt ed  th e or ga ni za tion  to  resp on d to  th is  ap pe al  an d th us 
mad e th e  or ga ni za tion  not  only a guara n to r of  la w  an d or de r an d th e  pro te ct or  of  th e  Congo again st  ex te rn al  in te rf er en ce  fro m an y sourc e, hu t also  an  ad vi so r an d he lp er  of  th e  ne wl y in de pe nd en t st a te  wh ich  v ir tu all y  ha d ha d no pre para 
tion  fo r inde pe nd en ce . Bv  fill ing , in  th e  sp ac e of  a few ho ur s,  a ve ry  da ng erou s 
va cu um  cr ea te d by  th e  Belgi an  w ithd ra w al , th e  u rg en t da ng er  of  a gre at po wer  co nf ro nt at io n in th e  he ar t, of  Af rica was  av oid ed  an d th e te rr it o ri a l in te gri ty  of th e Congo pr es er ve d.  Tn re fe rr in g  to th e  Congo op er at io n IT T hant once sa id  th a t bv th is  ac tion  of  t he  UN  th e  n ew  l ea de rs  of  th e  Congo were giv en a t le ast  a sh ort  bre at h in g spe ll in  wh ich  to  find  th e ir  fe et . H e ad de d th a t de sp ite  it s sh ort 
comings wh ich  m us t he  ju dg ed  in  th e li ght of  th e fear so me co mplex ity  of  th e prob lem . ONU C was  a pr om isin g and en co ur ag in g ex pe rim en t in  in te rn ati onal re sp on sibi lit y an d ac tio n.

Th e blue  helm et s of  th e UN  t ro op s be came a sym bol of  la w  a nd  ord er  an d wor ld  
au th ori ty  th ro ug hou t th e Congo. I t  was  under  ONUC pr ot ec tion  th a t th e  Congo-
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lese par liam ent  m et at  the  Lovanium University outside Leopoldville (now Kin- 
saslia) to resolve its  difficulties and elected Cyril Adoula, as the  firs t con stit u
tional Prime Minister since Patric e Lumumba. ONUC supp ort finally succeeded 
in reuni ting  the  Congo.

The United  Nations became involved in Yemen when, at  the  reques t of the  
UAR and Saudi Arabia , it  estab lished an observer mission there . Here  th e United 
Nations observed along the  Yemen border with Saudi Arabia and  brought com
parat ive  quiet  to the area . The operation was somewhat different from the 
usua l observer  type  ope ration as, in addition to observers on the ground, UNYOM 
included  a company of Yugoslav Reconna issance  Bat tal ion  with abil ity to cover 
wide areas across country and an RCAF Caribou flight for aeria l reconnaissance 
and logistic suppor t. With  reduc tion in fighting the  UAR and Saudi  Arabia, who 
paid  for the  operation, did not ask  for an extension beyond September 14, 1964. 

j The United Nations is currently involved in the Cyprus crisis.  On March 4,
1964 the Secur ity Council entru sted  the Secretary-General w ith the  responsibi lity 
of contr ibut ing to the res tora tion  of normal conditions in Cyprus  and authorized 
him to establ ish a force. As the United Kingdom, under the  T rea ty of Guarantee 

. at  the request of Cyprus, already had some 7000 troops deployed on the  island,
the  United Nations  for the first time could organize a force on a planned basis 
and by April 1964 the United  Nations  Force  in Cyprus—UNFICYP—became op
erat ional. It  has had its  sha re of difficult and dangerous situ atio ns and has  met 
various emergencies squarely unde r command of able and experienced Generals 
P. S. Gyani and K. S. Thimyya  of Ind ia (who died there on duty) and Martola 
of Finland.  Present ly Major General Dewan Prem Chand of India, who dis
tingu ished  himself in Katan ga, is in command.

UNFICYP has done much to resto re life to normal and to create  confidence 
in the civilian population  as to its  neutrali ty and abil ity to resto re law and 
order.  Although the tas k of m ediation has yet to  be concluded sati sfac tori ly, if 
the  Greek community  regains uni ty and the present encouraging tr end s towards  
media tion between the  Greek and Turkish  communities continue, the futur e for  
Cyprus looks hopeful.

In orde r to avoid any involvement in the  current big financia l issue concern
ing the  United Nations peacekeeping, the Secur ity Council introduced a novel 
system of financing this  operation. .Financing has been on a volu ntary basis and 
therefo re cannot be considered ideal.

The United Nations has by now considerable experience in peacekeeping 
operations and a varie ty of milita ry observer and truc e supervisory u ndertakings . 
They have all been different in nature altho ugh they  have share d cer tain  com
mon charac teristic s. On the basis of fu rth er  experience acquired in the Congo and 
West New Guinea, Secretary-General U Thant has said :

. . All t hree were improvised and called into the field at  very short no tic e; 
all three were severely limited in the ir right to use fo rce;  all three were designed 
solely for  t he  main tenance of peace and not for fighting in the mil itary sense; 
all three were recruited from the small powers and with special reference to 
their  acceptabili ty in the area in which they were to serv e; all three opera ted 
with the express consent and cooperat ion of the sta tes  or ter ritori es where they 
were sta tio ne d; and all thre e were under the direct ion and control  of the Secre- ( tary-G eneral, ac ting on beha lf of the organs of the  United Na tions .”

Recent  experience in Cyprus and in the  withdrawal of UNE F in May. 196T has  only confirmed t ha t most of these fac ts are  still commonplace.
Judg ing by stan dar ds of normal  natio nal mil itary estab lishm ents,  UN forces 

e have suffered from cer tain  inhe rent  weaknesses. The improvised natur e of the ir
V* estab lishm ent caused shortcomings. Personnel in uni ts recruited at sho rt notice

do not alway s fit in with requirements.  The uni ts are  sometimes has tily  prepared 
and  assembled, and suffer inevitable shortcomings . Commanders and staff  have 
met for  the  first time and have had no previous experience with  the  units . 
Logistic arrangeme nts have had to be made hurr iedly and supply pipe lines estab
lished  with heavy dependence for transp ortation on Member States. There  were 
ini tia l difficulties with  signal communications unti l UN-owned equipment was 
deployed. Wide differences in tra ining  and trad ition, in weapons and equipment , 
in language and staff  experience, in pay  and  allowances have a lway s been present’ 
There have been problems of discipline and morale  and las t, but  by no means 
least, the difficulty in command and staff  work where  every decision has serious  
political implications. Member States can. however, tak e pride in the fac t tha t 
these  difficulties which at first appear  insu rmountable have been offset by the 
pioneering spi rit of the officers and  men who make up the ir na tion’s con tingents with in the  United Nations Force.
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Desire  to improve  and strengthen these  operations  is hampered by lack of 
agreem ent between the  g rea t powers on control, direc tion and financing of peace
keeping operat ions. Meanwhile, in an effort to meet a growing wish to im
prove these  operations on the  pa rt of many sta tes  who desire to par tic ipa te in 
futur e UN peacekeeping missions, the Intern ational Conference on UN Securi ty 
Forces as a Means to Promoting  Peace held in Oslo in February,  1964 and the 
UN Peace-keeping Working Level Meeting held in Ottawa in November, 1964 
have provided usefu l forums for  an exchange of views and for pooling of knowl
edge on the technical aspects of these operations.

The late Secretary-General, Dag Hammarskjold , had  recommended advance  
preparatio n in his Annual Report to the  15th General Assembly. He sa id :

“I t is an enti rely  different ma tte r if governments in a position and willing 
to do so, would m aintain  a  sta te of preparedness so as  to be able to meet possible 
demands  from the  UN. And it  is also an enti rely  different ma tter for the  Orga- f
nizat ion itse lf to have a sta te of preparedness  with  considerable flexibility  ami 
in the  hands of a qualified staff which quickly and smoothly can adjus t the ir 
plans to new situations and ass ist the Secre tary-General in the crucial ly im
portant first  stages of the execution of a decision by the  main organs to set up 
a UN force, whatever it s type or ta sk.” *

As the  Secretary-General of the UN continues to be made responsible for the 
conduct of these  opera tions, he must be provided with  su itab le ass istance . In view 
of the  exist ing political difficulties, the Mili tary Staff Committee, established by 
the  Charte r and primarily  responsible for providing mil itary expertise, has been 
unable to function . In the absence of such device, the Secretary-General was 
obliged to include mil itary exper tise within his execut ive office, which proved a 
usefu l link be tween the Secretary-General and peacekeeping forces. This arrange
ment h as been discontinued.

Canada, amongst a few othe r countries, had  alre ady  take n the  init iative of 
placing  troops for service with  the UN on a standby basis. Following the Congo 
experience, and others which had preceded it, Scandinav ian countries have 
planned in a common ve nture to  establish a standby force consist ing of personnel 
and uni ts designed to meet diverse requirements. The example of these coun
trie s is now being followed by several others who have eith er already made firm 
arrangemen ts for standby units or are  considering it. These pragmatic develop
ments  should meet fu rth er  requi rements on the  basis  of p ast  experience. Real iz
ing the  need to prepare commanders and staff for  the  Congo operation, Dag 
Ham marskjo ld had approved a Field  Tra inin g Prog ram for civilian and  mili
tar y earm arked for  service with  ONUC. But before thi s project could get under
way, ONUC became involved in the fighting in Katang a and af ter  Dag Ham- 
marskjb ld’s tra gic  death it was no longer possible to pursue these plans. So far  
only the  Nordic countries have estab lished  the ir own inst itu tions to prepare 
staff and observers, with  noticeable results.

From experience gained, the capab ility of acceptable countries in their  con
trib ution to the  United Nations peacekeeping operation  can be judged. Carefu l 
exam ination leads  to deciding type of personnel,  units, equipment and ordnance 
th at  should be requested from Member State s. A flexible bloc system has been 
developed. When an observer group is to be establ ished,  an organ izatio n for a 
minimum observer unit  is decided upon, including its equipm ent and  other log istic U
requi rements. The overall  organization is then  evolved on th is bloc system based 
on conside ration of basic f actors  such as the na tur e of t erra in and essential  se rv
ices avai lable  with in the  area of operations. A he adq uar ters  is added again on a  
bloc pattern , and the overall logistic  and adm inis trat ive  supp ort provided. When i t 
is decided to establish  a force, a quick study  of tasks and factors involved de
term ines  its  organ ization. A bloc p att ern  for  every 1,000 men helps in planning 
and arra nging a detailed  organ ization .

It  i s obvious tha t improvised peacekeeping forces are  no t th e best and it  would 
be idea l to have a perm anent stand ing force. I n his speech to the Harvard Alumni 
Association on Jun e 13, 1963, the  Secretary-General of the  United Nations, U 
Tha nt, sta ted  th at  a perm anen t stand ing UN Force  would not be practical at  
the present time even tho ugh t he admits t ha t the world should eventually have an 
intern ational police force. When during 1964 a serious  financial crisi s developed 
in the  UN, the  General Assembly appointed a committee of 33 nations to study
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control, organ ization, conduct and financing of peacekeeping operations and sub
mit  proposals  to it  to help resolve the  crisis.  The committee under its  skil lful  
Chairman, Cuevas Cancino, Perman ent Representat ive of Mexico to the UN, de
cided to first  study  mil itary observer operations estab lished or authorized by 
the Securi ty Council. The working group formed to examine details  af te r years 
of h ard  work has yet  to  resolve basic differences. Meanwhile Member State s, non
government organ izatio ns and concerned individuals are  anxious to find means 
to improve and s trengthen the UN peacekeeping ability .

It  is. however, noteworthy th at  both disa rmamen t p lans  subm itted  by the  U.S. 
and USSR include a progress ive establish ment of a UN peacekeeping force  w ith 
the implementa tion of d isarm amen t. While a degree of success has  been achieved 
in narrowing the  gap between  the  views of the two power  blocs, more time  and  
effort is needed to  reach a stage  when i t would be pract ica l to establish  a perma- 

|  nent peacekeeping  force. Until  then, the  w orld organization has  only the  choice
of following the  pa tte rn of establ ishing UN peacekeeping opera tions  along the  
lines al read y se t on the basis  of pas t experience.

4 Establish ing a UN Force for an opera tion is not a simple proposit ion. Once the
B political decision has been taken, the emergency of the situ ation will set the  pace
P  for the action. Until  now, improvisa tion has been the only reso rt for organ izing a

Force when the  need is urgent . Some prepa rat ion  can only be done in situ ations  
such as in Cyprus, when circum stances  allowed some time between the  resolu
tion th at  crea ted the  Force and the moment it  became opera tiona l. The peace
keeping machinery is not  equipped w ith the  means for  p lann ing in advance , thu s 
perm ittin g a smooth launching  of the  operation.

Most of the shortcomings would be eliminated by the establishme nt of a per
manent UN Force. However, political difficulties place this pro ject  too fa r away 
in the  fu ture . In the  meantime, it  is  necessary to use ingenuity toge ther  w ith the  
accumulated  experience to produce a mechanism through which the organization 
would be able to act  when called upon to mainta in peace.

The UNA-USA Natio nal Policy Pane l on Multila tera l Alte rnatives to Uni
latera l Inte rventio n conta ined in a brochure “Controlling Conflicts in  the  1970s” 
deserves serious  study  and implementa tion of many of its  pragmatic  recom
mendations to strengthen the  UN peacekeeping abili ty, including narrowing the  
gap in the views of the  gre at powers and especially between the  U.S. and  the  
Soviet Union. Experience  has  proven th at  UN peacekeeping operations need 
great power approval and the  supp ort of a t lea st one super power. All human 
endeavors should  be channeled tow ard  reducing differences and obtaining a 
consensus opinion between the  gre at powers to strengthen  UN peacekeeping 
machine ry.

Over a  y ear ago a  group of concerned ind ividua ls, with  whom I am happy to be 
associa ted, decided th at  there was a real  need to supplement UN efforts  by 
ini tia ting specialized educationa l programs by and for  inte rna tional  personnel. 
No skill is more necessary to twentie th centu ry man than the  abil ity to set tle 
conflicts without  reso rting to wa r or oppression. A committee of which I am 
the chairman  has been formed to develop p ilot programs  at  the  Austrian Diplo
matic Academy in Vienna thi s summer to bring toge ther  groups  of int ern ational 

, officials, diplomats , mil itary personnel and scholars to define their  own unde r-
U stand ing and suggest  new concepts which will lead to the  struc tur ing  of an

Intern ationa l Peace Academy. It  is intended th at  such an Academy located in 
a neu tral  coun try would develop programs in diffe rent regions prepar ing  large 
numbers of men and  women for  a peace role in the  future.

At 25—the UN can tak e pride that  despite difficulties, peacekeeping opera
tions have proven useful and, to a gre at exten t, successful. This  success depends 
largely on the  opera tiona l efficiency of the  Force. Quick res ult s can only be 
achieved if the  Force is capable of reaching  peak efficiency shor tly af te r its  
inception. To assemble officers and uni ts of many countries into  an  effective peace
keeping force demands previous planning and a gre at amount of preparatio n 
which can only be done i f the  good will and efforts of each coun try are  cemented 
together  by a coordinating element. Twenty-five y ears  of experience have  tau gh t 
ns what is needed. Exchanges of ideas  and knowledge such as the  Oslo and  
Ottaw a Conferences have  out lined one possible solution. It  is now up to all Mem
ber States to produce the  proper tools for main tenance of peace.
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[From the  New York Times, Nov. 4, 1973]

On the Nature of the U.N. Peace F orce 

(By Inda r Ji t Rikhye) 1

A new internatio nal  peacekeeping e ffort has  been launched in the Middle East. 
For  the second time, a United Nations Emergency Force has been introduced. The- 
first  force was estab lished  in 1956 following the Suez War and remained in the 
are a unt il it was with drawn in May 1967. Generally, the first force (and now 
the  second) was inten ded to separa te the  an tagonists , provide a buffer, e stabl ish 
cease-fire lines and superv ise them and help crea te peaceful  conditions that  lead 
to meaningful  negotiat ions. There are, however, a number  of differences between 
the two forces stemming from the ir respective backgrounds.

The first  was established by the General Assembly at  the heigh t of the  cold 
war on an internatio nal  init iat ive  developed by Lester Pearson of Canada and 
Dag Hammarskjbld , the  United Nations Secretary  General. This force was in
tended  to : (1) interpose between Anglo-French-Israeli and Egyptian forces; (2) 
protect the  canal clear ing ope rat ion s; (3) follow up the with drawal  of the Anglo- 
French forces from the canal area and of Israeli  forces from the Sinai, and late r, 
(4) supervise the armistice  demarcatio n line in the Gaza Strip and the inter 
nat ional frontier along the  Sinai and insu re free passage  of shipping through 
the  S tra it of Tiran at Sharm el Sheik.

The new force has been established on Egypt’s reques t to supervise a cease-fire 
“demanded” by the Secur ity Council with the backing of the fou r great powers 
(the fifth, China, abstaining from the vote). The United  States and the Soviet 
Union, having  entered an era  of detente, have strongly supported this peace
keeping effort and were in f act the archite cts of the Secur ity Council Resolutions 
of October 21 and 23 in connection with the cessa tion of host ilitie s and the re
sumption of negotia tions approved in Resolu tion 242 of November, 1967.

For  the  present, the new force is  required only to superv ise the cease-fire. It  is 
inte rest ing to note, however, that  the United Kingdom has already suggested 
ano ther peacekeeping force when the situation reaches the negot iation stage  for 
a more durable peace. There is no reaso n why the  force canno t be enlarged to 
perfo rm this  function.

On a suggestion by the United  States , Egyptian  and Isra eli mili tary  personnel 
have met to decide on d etail s of establish ing the cease-fire lines and the ir super
vision. A Secur ity Council resolu tion to return  to the line of the first cease-fire 
on October 22 has been agreed to in principle by a ll the partie s involved. These 
are  indeed  encouraging signs, bu t the ac rimonious debates in the Security  Council 
between the Arabs and the Isra elis  and recently between the  United States and 
the  Soviet Union do not promise an easy fu ture .

There are  a number of questions in regard to the  U.N. force  which must be 
resolved ; they rela te to the yet unfinished deliberations of the Special Committee 
on Peacekeeping establ ished by th e General  xlssembly in 1965.

There  is first the  question of the role of the  Secretary  General. The present 
peacekeeping efforts have been au thor ized  by the  Security  Council, and the Secre
tary Genera l has been asked to be the  chief  executive officer for the forces. The 
Soviets insist , as they have in the past , on Securi ty Council control of peacekeep
ing, a demand which arises from the ir concern to eliminate past weaknesses  in 
peacekeeping operat ions and to provide for  the ir own veto auth ority. But surely 
the United  Nations  has  learn ed from pas t experience that  great-power consent, 
and  especially  that  of the supe r powers, is vital  for  the success of peacekeeping 
operations. The difference between the  West and the Soviet bloc is more in deta il 
than  in principle. This too can and should be resolved.

The Secreta ry General is tr usted,  and he is assisted  by an able and experienced 
staff. The Secretary  General and his staff, however, do need the guidance, supe r
vision and assi stance of the council to perform the ir functions well. No army in 
the  field has  even been run successfully by a committee. Therefore, responsi
bilit ies for day-to-day operations, including any  urgent decisions that  have  to 
be made when there is no time to consult with  the  council or a committee  that  
may be appointed by it, must be assumed by the Secre tary General. Answerable 
to the  council, he must conform with  the over-all policy decided by them. These

1 Indar .Tit Rikhye, a retire d Indian Army major  general, was formerly  mili tary  adviser 
to the United Nations Secreta ry General and the las t commander of the United Nations  
Emergency Force in Gaza. He is now the president of the Inte rnation al Peace Academy.



policies should be sta ted  in precise operational direc tives  to the  force  and  in 
the status-of-forces agreement with  the  host nat ions a nd presented to the  council 
for its  approva l.

The second m ajor issue  concerns the  composition of the force. A peacekeeping 
force is an inst rum ent  of peaceful diplomacy and  as such is highly  political. The 
par tic ipa tion of the key elements  involved in the  conflict is therefo re vital. Past 
peacekeeping forces for one reason or ano ther have been notab le for their  ex
clusion of the Sociali st bloc count ries, with  the exception of Yugoslavia, with  
the result th at  these nations have mis trus ted  the United Nations peacekeeping  
system. The present rapprochement  between the  United  States and  the  Soviet 
Union al read y recognizes the need of  th eir  cooperative endeavors.

Because the vita l in terests of  these  two powers representin g di fferent ideologies 
continue to have  a  potenti al for a dangerous confrontation, as already witnessed 
on October 25-26, care should he taken to avoid ground for any repetition of 
such a th reat  to  world peace. It  may he wise to exclude NATO a nd Warsaw P act  
countr ies, as suggested  by the  United States, in addi tion  to the  troops from the 
great powers, but it  remains imp ortant and would prove helpful to include  repre
sen tation of the  two super  powers, the  two blocs and the nonaligned natio ns to 
give them a  sense of p articipatio n and intimacy with  the opera tion a t ail  levels. 
This will insu re the ir ass istance  when needed in logistics, communications, and 
transp ortation as well a s the ir political and diplom atic cooperation.

Third ly, the  adm inistrative and logistic demands of a peacekeeping force re
main iden tical  with  those of w ar with  the exception that  there is litt le ammuni
tion expenditu re, and  casualties, if any, a re but  few. Because of the  ad hoc na ture 
of peacekeeping operations, they lack  preparatio n and  are  more complex. This 
force has  the  init ial  advantage of supp ort from the Br itish base and the United 
Natio ns force  in Cyprus, but  it must rapidly establish it s new logistic  organization  
in the field of operations.

Personnel deta iled  for peacekeeping assignments, admi ttedly, do not run  the  
same risk of life as would troops sent  to fight a war, hut  they do make serious 
commitments to maintain  peace and  are  ready to make any personal sacrifice. 
Therefore, they deserve the  same care  and  supp ort as they would if being sent 
into  batt le. The United Natio ns must recognize this fundame ntal  issue and, ac
cordingly, estab lish a suitable  organiza tion at  all  levels of command for these  
cruc ial services.

Las t and  not the least is the recognition at  all times  th at  peacekeeping  opera
tions, though mil itar y in form, are  highly political in nature . The daily  contacts 
with the  host  governments,  embassies of par tic ipa ting member stat es, and other 
inte res ted  nat ions and  organiza tions make heavy demands on a commander for 
which he has nei the r sufficient autho rity  nor time. Peacekeeping operations  de
mand a quick response th at  cannot be always met through hea dqu arters in New- 
York. While a commander can cope with  the milita ry pa rt  of his responsibili ties, 
a paralle l polit ical represen tation is needed to att end  to poli tical  and diplomatic 
problems and  matters  pertaining to int ern ational law.



AP PE ND IX  VII
[From  Congressional Record, Nov. 9,1973]

W orld P eace and th e Need for th e U nited  Nations 

(Hon. Donald  M. Fraser)
Mr. Speaker, the  importance of the United  Nations to  world peace and secur ity 

was convincingly rei terated in a le tte r to the  edi tor in the New York Times of 
November 7. Mr. Murray B. Woldman, staf f consultant for  Members of Congress 
for Peace Through Law, notes that  dur ing the  Middle East crisis, the United 
Nations provided an indispensable forum through which superpower conf ronta
tion and  the risks of widened violen t conflict were effectively scaled down.

Too often, U.S. foreign policy places the  United  Nations nea r the bottom rung 
of the  priority ladder . The re sult,  too often, is a weakened United Nations  blamed 
unfair ly for failure  to solve problems which were submitted  to it too late  to 
find a workable solution. The lesson we should lea rn from the United Nations’ 
performance in the  Middle East crisis, as Mr. Woldman points out, is that—

If  our foreign  policy-makers can dem onst rate a gre ate r commitment 
to the United Nations and  if we can turn  increasingly to it to forestal l 
problems ra ther  tha n solve them, we ju st  might find that  independence 
of action is not nearly as imp ortant  as defusing conflicts before they 
explode in our faces.

The full t ex t of Mr. Woldman’s lette r follows :
Letter to the E ditor:

Since the  China vote in 1971, we have heard a great deal of critic ism of the 
United Nations and its  inabili ty to deal effectively with  thr ea ts to world peace 
and secur ity. Many have suggested th at  if the UN canno t act to head off con
flict, i t is no longer capable  of carryin g out the  ta sks  fo r which i t was es tablished 
af ter th e Second World War.

Yet we have seen this week th at  the  UN is indeed alive and well. The war  
in the  Middle East has threaten ed to draw this Nation and the Soviet Union 
into  a dangerously ascalat ing situa tion.  On October 25, the Secur ity Council 
demonstrated that  the  UN remains the only internatio nal  forum we have for 
the quiet  resolut ion of superpower involvement in potential ly explosive regional  
conflicts. With the active cooperation of eigh t of the nonaligned natio ns American 
foreign  policy too often  takes for granted a resolu tion was introduced and 
passed. It  would not be oversta ting  the  case to stre ss that  this development 
has  moved us back from a dangerous exerci se in brinkm anship , however neces
sary  it  might  have been which could have brought us into armed confrontation 
with  the Soviet Union.

This exercise in internatio nal  diplomacy underlines the cent ral role in the  UN 
can play in our foreign policy when it  is given the  chance. It  is  highly  doubtful 
whethe r the  par ties to the  conflict could have among themselves achieved the 
consensus and set the guidelines for  monitoring what  we hope will be an equitable 
and  just peace in the  Middle East.  United  Nations peace-keeping procedures,  
the sorest point  in our differences at  the  UN with the  Soviet Union, have a new 
lease  on li fe as a result  of the agreement, however tentative, being orch estrated  
now at  the  UN (Ed itoria l October 27).

We should not expect  miracles. Fa ilu re is possible at  any  point. But the  UN 
has  pulled through. The member sta tes  who make up the UN have shown that  
internatio nal  coopera tion ma tters to them and th at  concern for peace can bring 
nations  with  great differences  together to work out solutions to their  problems.

Might not this  experience provide an object lesson to our policymakers? The 
UN was created to keep peace in the  world. Peace has  many faces. They are
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economic, social and legal as well as poli tical  and military. If  our foreign  policy
makers can demonst rate  a gre ate r commitment to the  United  Nations and if 
we can tu rn  increasingly to it  to fore stal l problems ra ther  than  solve them, 
we ju st  might find th at  independence of action is not  nearly as important as 
defusing conflicts before they explode in our faces.

Murray B. W old max .
W as hing to n, Octob er  26,19 78 .
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